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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, August 1, 1985

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Robert A. Rusbuldt,
Emmanuel Baptist Church, Penn Yan,
NY, offered the following prayer:

If my people, which are called by my
name, shall humble themselves, and
pray, and seek my face and turn from
their wicked ways; then will I hear
Jfrom heaven, and will forgive their sin,
and will heal their land.—II Chron-
icles T:14.

God, our Heavenly Father, thank
You for the dedication of these men
and women in this great Chamber. We
pray for wisdom, understanding, and
Jjustice to prevail in their dealings with
each other and for the good of our
land.

Help them to seek their strength
from above and may they lead our
people in the proper paths. We know
that our Congress faces difficult prob-
lems and decisions, but may You give
them the insight to see clearly the
way they should go for the good of our
great Nation.

May the blessing of Your love rest
upon our President. We pray for his
physical needs and for complete heal-
ing in his body.

We commit our thoughts to Thee for
we pray in the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I
demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr, Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a guorum is not present and
make vhe point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 272, nays
125, answered “present” 4, not voting
32, as follows:

Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Campbell
Carper

Carr

Chappell
Cheney
Clinger

Coats

Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conyers
Cooper

Coyne

Dicks
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Dwyer
Dyson

Early
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fawell
Fazio

[Roll No. 285]

YEAS—272
Feighan
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta

McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)

Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Waxman

Miller (WA)
Mineta
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz

Owens
Panetta
Pease
Pepper

Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Brown (CO)
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chappie
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conte
Coughlin
Courter
Craig

Dannemeyer
Daub
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)
Dreier

Durbin
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (IA)
Fiedler

Rowland (CT)

Rowland (GA)

Roybal

Rudd

Russo

Sabo

Savage

Scheuer

Schneider

Schumer

Sharp
Shelby
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Snyder
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark

Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

NAYS—125

Gunderson
Hartnett
Hendon
Hiler
Hillis
Hopkins
Hunter

Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw

Shuster
Sikorskl
Siljander
Slaughter
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert

Sundquist
Swindall

Tauke
Taylor
Vucanovich
Weber
‘Whittaker
Woll

Young (AK)
Zschau

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House with amendments
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to bills of the Senate of the following
titles:

8. 817. An act to authorize appropriations
under the Earthquake Hazards Reduction
Act of 1977 for fiscal years 1986 and 1987,
and for other purposes;

8. 818. An act to authorize appropriations
for activities under the Federal Fire Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1974; and

8. 1195. An act to require that a portion of
the mail of Congress and the executive
branch include a photograph and biography
of a missing child.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed bills of the fol-
lowing titles, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 63. An act to encourage the rendering
of in-flight emergency care aboard aircraft
by requiring the placement of emergency
first aid medical supplies and equipment
aboard aircraft and by relieving appropriate
persons of liability for the provision and use
of such equipment and supplies;

S. 974. An act to provide for protection
and advocacy for mentally ill persons;

S. 1106. An act to provide for the use and
distribution of funds appropriated in satis-
faction of judgments awarded to the Sagi-
naw Chippewa Tribe of Michigan in dockets
numbered 57, 59, and 13E of the Indian
Claims Commission and docket numbered
13F of the U.8. Claims Court, and for other

purposes;

S. 1349. An act to provide for the use and
distribution of funds awarded in docket 363
to the Mdewakanton and Wahpekute East-
ern or Mississippi Sioux before the U.S.
Court of Claims and Claims Court;

8. 1515. An act to authorize a partial
transfer of the authority of the Maine-New
Hampshire Interstate Bridge Authority to
the States of Maine and New Hampshire;
and

S. 1529. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for State and community highway
safety grants, and for other purposes.

REV. ROBERT A. RUSBULDT

(Mr. CAMPBELL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
my colleagues to join me this morning
in welcoming Rev. Robert A. Rusbuldt,
senior pastor of the Emmanuel] Baptist
Church in Penn Yan, NY.

Reverend Rusbuldt has pastored
churches in New York and New
Jersey, and he is currently completing
his 30th year in the ministry. Under
his leadership, new church buildings
have been erected, programs for the
elderly, needy, and youth have been
established, and many people have
gained new confidence and direction in
their lives through his ministry and
several radio programs.

Throughout his distinguished serv-
ice, Reverend Rusbuldt has served as
president of the Eastern New York
Bible Conference, president of the
Finger Lakes Pastor’s Fellowship, and
a member of the board of directors of
the Mid-State Baptist Youth Camp.

He has always provided special at-
tention to our young people, giving
leadership to an excellent school at
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Emmanuel Baptist Academy. More-
over, he has worked tirelessly to im-
prove and enhance the spiritual, phys-
ical, and intellectual needs of our
youth. I know he brings to his church,
community, and spiritual mission a
special dedication, understanding, and
vigor that is an inspiration to all.

I have had the pleasure of knowing
Reverend Rusbuldt through his son,
and my former legislative director,
Bob Rusbuldt. Mr. Speaker, it is an
honor to have Reverend Rusbuldt as
our guest chaplain today.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 1714, NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATION
ACT, 1986

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1714) to
authorize appropriations to the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration for research and development,
space flight, control and data commu-
nications, construction of facilities,
and research and program manage-
ment, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree
to the Senate amendment, and request
a conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire as to
whether this has been cleared with
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
LuJan]?

Mr. FUQUA. If the gentleman will
yield, it has been cleared with the
ranking minority member.

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. FoqQua, BrRown of California,
NeLson of Florida, ANDREWS, TORRI-
cELLI, LuJsaN, WALKER, and LEwis of
Florida.

AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY FOR
SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, the an-
nouncement by President Reagan that
he would agree to an immediate re-
moval of Social Security from the uni-
fied budget is startling, yet welcome,
news.

The House should “call and raise”
him by agreeing to split the budget
and also passing a bill which I and 62
other Members, have introduced, H.R.
825, making Social Security an inde-
pendent agency. While the unified
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budget and an independent agency for
Social Security are two separate
issues, they are intertwined and it
should naturally follow that if Social
Security is made an independent
agency, then it should be removed
from the unified budget.

The Social Security Subcommittee,
chaired by the gentleman from Okla-
homa, Mr. Jones, held hearings earlier
this year on both issues and has indi-
cated that he will pursue the matter.

Mr. Speaker, making Social Security
an independent agency will remove
Social Security from politics as much
as possible. Whether we have a board
or commission, there is always an ele-
ment of politics depending upon who
is President, but we can minimize the
influence of politics and restore the
confidence of the people in the system
by creating an independent agency.

Some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle may have been sur-
prised by what the President has pro-
posed. But we should proceed with all
due speed, accept the President’s offer
to remove Social Security from the
unified budget and go him one better
by also making it an independent
agency.

THE DANGERS OF AN OUT-OF-
CONTROL NATIONAL DEBT

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, “A national debt, if it is not exces-
sive, will be to us a national blessing.”
This statement, Mr. Speaker, was
made in a letter to Robert Morris by
Alexander Hamilton, the founder of
our financial system. Secretary Hamil-
ton realized the dangers an out-of-con-
trol national debt would hold for our
young Nation. Today, our debt grows
daily. When the Congress returns in
September, one of our first tasks will
be to raise the debt ceiling over the $2
trillion mark.

The collapse of the budget process,
mounting deficits, and the failure of
any significant movement toward a
balanced budget compelled me to
become a member of CLUBB—Con-
gressional Leaders United for a Bal-
anced Budget. CLUBB was founded in
October 1983, as a bipartisan, bicamer-
al coalition to coordinate Senate,
House, and State forces working to
enact the balanced budget/tax limita-
tion amendment.

Article V of the Constitution pro-
vides a method for States to call a con-
stitutional convention if two-thirds of
the States call for a convention.
Thirty-two States, two short of the re-
quired number of States, have called
for a constitutional convention and
more State legislatures are planning to
debate and perhaps pass additional




22504

resolutions calling for a convention.
The Senate Judiciary Committee re-
cently approved legislation establish-
ing procedures for holding a constitu-
tional convention.

As the ranking Republican member
of the Judiciary Subcommittee on
Civil and Constitutional Rights, I wel-
come the opportunity to explore the
need for establishing procedures for a
constitutional convention, thereby ne-
gating the concern over a “runaway
convention.”

Justice John Marshall endorsed the
concept of constitutional change when
he wrote in 1821, “The people made
the Constitution and the people can
unmake it. It is the creature of their
own will, and lives only by their will.”

Mr. Speaker, Chief Justice Marshall
recognized the Constitution as a living,
breathing document, one that could be
changed if the circumstances required
it. I believe change is warranted be-
cause of the historic and debilitating
deficits we are now incurring. The
danger of fiscal collapse is ever
present. It is my belief a constitutional
mandate is needed to force both the
Congress and the Executive to come to
grips with the deficit, and the cost of
the deficit's interest payments.

The Business Roundtable estimated
the Federal debt currently totals ap-
proximately $8,750 for every adult in
the Nation. The interest alone on that
debt will cost about $980 for every tax-
paying American this year. I urge
Members of this House and all legisla-
tive bodies to join together to amend

the Constitution either through the
traditional method in which the last
25 amendments have been approved or
through the legislative mechanism es-
tablished by our Founding Fathers in
article V of our Constitution.

0O 1030

REPRESSION IS WIDESPREAD

(Mr. FOGLIETTA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker,
human rights are very much in the na-
tional consciousness right now. The
state of emergency in South Africa
has made us once more realize that
the basic freedoms we enjoy here are
not widespread. Unfortunately, repres-
sion is widespread—even among those
we call our allies.

In South Korea, the government of
Chun Doo Hwan has once more dem-
onstrated its determination to silence
democratic voices of opposition to its
policies. Kim Dae Jung, South Korea's
most passionate advocate of democrat-
ic rights, is again under house arrest.
Having returned to South Korea from
his exile in the United States to carry
on the peaceful struggle for democra-
cy, Kim has found himself frozen out,
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his rights subject to the whims of the
Chun government.

Kim has been placed under house
arrest to prevent him from attending
the national convention of the New
Korea Democratic Party. Instead of
being allowed to attend as a simple
delegate and leader, and thus giving
credibility to the Chun government's
claims of belief in human rights, he
has been banned. His arrest has given
the opposition all the proof it needs
that Chun will never allow democracy,
and made a mockery of the promises
of a truly free South Korea made by
Chun in his state visit earlier this
year.

The United States should protest
loudly Kim’s arrest, and demand his
release. To do any less undermines our
protests of injustice elsewhere in the
world, and gives tacit approval to ac-
tions which cannot be justified.

The Chun government should re-
lease Kim Dae Jung.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
1460, ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OF
1985

Mr. FASCELL submitted the follow-
ing conference report and statement
on the bill (H.R. 1460) to express the
opposition of the United States to the
system of apartheid in South Africa,
and for other purposes:

ConreErReNCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 242)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1460) to express the opposition of the
United States to the system of apartheid in
South Africa, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Anti-
Apartheid Action Act of 1985".
FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
isc. 2. The Congress finds and declares
at—

(1) the policy and practices of apartheid—

fA) deliberately separates millions of
South African “migrant” workers from their
Sfamilies;

(B) denies meaningful, democratic partici-
pation in the political process to the majori-
ty of the South African population,

fC) consigns the mass the South African
citizenry to lives of economic and educa-
tional deprivation,

(D) denies black citizens of South Africa
the right to travel freely within their own
country,

(E) leads to the arbitrary government con-
fiscation of the private property legally
owned by black South African nationals;
and

(F) tries to deprive many South African
citizens of South African citizenship;

f2) the policy and practice of apartheid is
repugnant to the moral and political values
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of democratic and free societies, and runs
counter to United Stales policies to promole
democratic governments throughout the
world and respect for human rights; and

(3) it is the policy of the United States to
promote peaceful change in South Africa
through diplomatic means, but also, where
necessary and appropriate, through the
adoption of other measures, in confunction
with our allies, in order to reinforce Unitled
States opposition to apartheid.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Acl—

(1) the term ‘“national of the United
States” means—

fA) a natural person who is a citizen of
the United States or who owes permanent al-
legiance to the United States; or

fB) a corporation, partnership, or other
enterprise if—

fi) natural persons who are nationals of
the United States own or control, directly or
indirectly, more than 50 percent of the out-
standing voting securities;

(ii) natural persons who are nationals of
the United States own or control, directly or
indirectly 25 percent or more of the voting
securities, and natural persons of another
nationality do not own or control an equal
or larger percenlage;

(iii) any natural person who is a national
of the United States operates the corpora-
tion, partnership, or enlerprise pursuant to
the provisions of an exclusive management
contract;

fiv) a majorily of the members of the
board of directors are also members of the
comparable governing body of a corporation
or legal entity organized under the laws of
the United States, any State or territory
thereof, or the District of Columbia; or

fv) natural persons who are nationals of
the United States have authority to appoint
the chief operating officer;

(2) the term “Secretary” means the Secre-
tary of State; and

(3) the term “South Africa” refers to the
territory that constituted the Republic of
South Africa on May 31, 1961.

SCHOLARSHIPS FOR BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS

SEc. 4. Section 105(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 is amended—

(1) by inserting “(1)” after “(b)"; and

f2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph’

“t2)(A) Of the assistance provided under
this section by the Administrator of the
agency primarily responsible for administer-
ing this part of this Act—

“fi) for the fiscal year 1986, $8,000,000;

1;;“) Jor the fiscal year 1987, $11,000,000;
@

“(iii) for the fiscal year 1988 and each
fiscal year thereafter, $15,000,000,
shall be used to finance education, training,
and scholarships for black South Africans
who are atlending universities, colleges, and
secondary schools in South Africa and who
are selecled in accordance with subpara-
graph (B). Of the funds available under the
preceding sentence to carry out this sub-
paragraph, not less than one-third shall be
available only for assistance to full-time
teachers or other educational professionals
pursuing studies toward the improvement of
their professional credentials.

“{B) Of the funds provided in subpara-
graph (A) for each fiscal year, 50 percent
shall be available for educalional assistance
JSor black South Africans in accordance with
section 802(c) of the International Securily
and Development Cooperation Act of 1985.
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The remainder of the funds in each fiscal
vear which are not made available under the
preceding senlence shall be available to fi-
nance scholarships for individuals selected
by a nationwide panel or by regional panels
composed solely of members of the teaching
profession appointed by the United States
chief of diplomatic mission to South Africa.
No such individual may be selected through
any contract enlered into with the agency
primarily responsible for administering this
part of this Acl.”.
HUMAN RIGHTS FUND

SEc. 5. fa) Section 116(e)(2)(A) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 is amended—

(1) by striking out “1984 and” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1984,"; and

(2) by inserting after “1985" a comma and
the following: “and $1,500,000 for the fiscal
vear 1986 and for each fiscal year thereas-
ter”.

b) Section 116 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) Of the funds made available to carry
out subsection (e)(2)(A) for each fiscal year,
$350,000 shall be used for direct legal and
other assistance to political detainees and
prisoners and their families, including the
investigation of the killing of protesters and
prisoners, and for support for actions of
black-led community organizations to resist,
through nonviolent means, the enforcement
of apartheid policies such as—

“i1) removal of black populations from
certain geographic areas on account of race
or ethnic origin,

“f2) denationalization of blacks, includ-
ing any distinctions between the South Afri-
can citizenships of blacks and whites,

“(3) residence restrictions based on race or
ethnic origin,

“r4) restrictions on the rights of blacks to
seek employment in South Africa and live
wherever they find employment in South

Africa, and

“(5) restrictions which make it impossible
Jor black employees and their families to be
housed in family accommodations near
their place of employment.”.

EXPANDING PARTICIPATION IN THE SOUTH
AFRICAN ECONOMY

Skc. 6. fa) The Congress declares that—

(1) the denial under the apartheid laws of
South Africa of the rights of South African
blacks and other nonwhites to have the op-
portunity to participate equitably in the
South African economy as managers or
owners of, or professionals in, business en-
terprises, and

(2) the policy of confining South African
blacks and other nonwhites to the status of
employees in minorily-dominated business-
es,
is an affront to the values of a free sociely.

fb) The Congress hereby—

(1) applauds the commilment of nationals
of the United States adhering to the princi-
ples set forth in section 10 to assure that
South African blacks and other nonwhiles
are given assistance in gaining their right-
Jul place in the South African economy; and

2} urges the United States Government to
assist in all appropriate ways the realiza-
tion by South African blacks and other non-
whites af their rightful place in the South
African economy.

fc) The Secretary of State and any other
head of a department or agency of the
United States carrying out activilies in
South Africa shall, to the marimum extent
practicable, in procuring goods or services,
make affirmative efforts to assist business

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

enterprises having more than 50 percent
beneficial ownership by South African
blacks or other nonwhite South Africans.

EXFPORT-IMFORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

Sec. 7. Section 2(b)i9) of the Export-
Import -Bank Act of 1945 is amended—

1) by striking out “(9) In" and inserting
in lieu thereof "“(9)(A) Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), in”; and
f2) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

“{B) The Bank shall take aclive steps to
encourage the use of its facilities to guaran-
tee, insure, extend credit, or participate in
the extension of eredit to business enter-
prises in South Africa that are majority
owned by South African blacks or other non-
white South Africans. The certification re-
guirement conlained in clause (c) of sub-
paragraph (A) shall not apply to exports to
or purchases from business enlerprises
which are majority owned by South African
blacks or other nonwhile South Africans.”.

LABOR PRACTICES OF THE UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 8. (a) It is the sense of the Congress
that the labor practices used by the United
States Government—

(1) for the direct hire of South Africans,

(2) for the reimbursement out of official
residence funds of South Africans and em-
ployees of South African organizations for
their long-term employment services on
behalf of the Uniled States Government, and

(3) for the employment services of South
Africans arranged by contract.
should represent the best of labor practices
in the United States and should serve as a
model for the labor practices of nationals of
the United States in South Africa.

fb) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary of State and any other
head of a department or agency of the
United States carrying out activities in
South Africa shall promptly take the neces-
sary steps to ensure that the labor practices
applied to the employment services de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (3) of sub-
section (a) are governed by the principles set
Jorth in section 10(a).

EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES OF UNITED STATES
NATIONALS IN SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 9. fa) Any national of the Uniled
States that employs more than 25 persons in
South Africa shall take the necessary steps
to ensure that those principles relating to
employment practices set forth in section
10fa) are implemented.

(b) No department or agency of the United
States may intercede with any foreign gov-
ernment or any national regarding the
export marketing activities in any country
of any national of the United States employ-
ing more than 25 persons in South Africa
that is not implementing the principles re-
lating to employment practices in South
Africa set forth in section 10(a).

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES

Sec. 10. (a) The principles referred to in
sections 8 and 9 of this Act are as follows:

(1) Desegregating the races in each em-
ployment facility, including—

fA) removing all race designation signs;

(B) desegregating all eating, rest, and
work facilities, and

(C) terminating all regulations which are
based on racial discrimination.

(2) Providing equal employment for all
employees without regard to race or ethnic
origin, including—

(A) assuring that any health, accident, or
death benefil plans that are established are
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nondiscriminatory and open to all employ-
ees without regard to race or ethnic origin,
and

(BJ)(i) implementing equal and nondis-
criminatory terms and conditions of em-
ployment for all employees, and (ii) abolish-
ing job reservations, job jragmentation, ap-
prenticeship restrictions for blacks and
other nonwhites, and differential employ-
ment criteria, which discriminate on the
basis of race or ethnic origin.

(3) Assuring that the pay system is equila-
bly applied to all employees without regard
to race or ethnic origin, including—

(A) assuring thalt any wage and salary
structure that is implemented is applied
equally to all employees without regard to
race or ethnic origin,

(B) eliminating any distinctions between
hourly and salaried job classifications on
the basis of race or ethnic origin; and

(C) eliminating any inequities in seniori-
ty and ingrade benefils which are based on
race or ethnic origin.

f4) Establishing a minimum wage and
salary structure based on the appropriate
local minimum economic level which takes
into account the needs of employees and
their families.

f5) Increasing, by appropriate means, the
number of blacks and other nonwhites in
managerial, supervisory, administrative,
clerical, and technical jobs for the purpose
of significantly increasing the represenia-
tion of blacks and other nonwhites in such
Jjobs, including—

(A) developing training programs that will
prepare substantial numbers of blacks and
other nonwhites for such jobs as soon as pos-
sible, including—

(i) expanding existing programs and form-
ing new programs to train, upgrade, and im-
prove the skills of all categories of employ-
ees, including establishing and expanding
programs to enable employees to further
their education and skills at recognized edu-
cation facilities; and

(ii) creating on-the-job training programs
and facilities to assist employees to advance
to higher paying jobs requiring grealer
skills;

(B) establishing procedures to assess, iden-
tify, and actively recruit employees with po-
tential for further advancement;

(C) identifying blacks and other non-
whites with high management potential and
enrolling them in acceleraled management
programs; and

fD) establishing timetables to carry out
this paragraph.

(6) Taking reasonable steps to improve the
quality of employees’ lives outside the work
environment with respect to housing, trans-
portation, schooling, recreation, and health,
including—

fA) providing assistance to black and
other nonwhite employees for housing,
health care, transportation, and recreation
either through the provision of facilities or
services or providing financial assistance to
employees for such purposes, including the
expansion or creation of in-house medical
Jacilities or other medical programs to im-
prove medical care for black and other non-
white employees and their dependents; and

fB) participating in the development of
programs that address the education needs
of employees, their dependents, and the local
community.

f7) Implementing fair labor practices, in-
cluding—

fA) recognizing the right of all employees,
regardless of racial or other distinctions, to
self-organization and to form, join, or assist
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labor organizations, freely and without pen-
alty or reprisal, and recognizing the right to
refrain from any such activity;

(B) refraining from—

i) interfering with, restraining, or coerc-
ing employees in the exercise of their rights
of self-organization under this paragraph,

fii) dominating or interfering with the for-
mation or administration of any labor orga-
nization or sponsoring, controlling, or con-
tributing financial or other assistance to it,
except that any employer may permil em-
ployees to confer with the employer during
working hours without loss of time or pay,

(iii) encouraging or discouraging member-
ship in any labor organizalion by discrimi-
nation in regard to hiring, tenure, promo-
tion, or other condilion of employment,

fiv) discharging or otherwise disciplining
or discriminating against any employee
who has erercised any rights of self-organi-
zation under this paragraph, and

fv) refusing to bargain collectively with
any organization freely chosen by employees
under this paragraph,; and

(C)(1) allowing employees to exercise
rights of self-organization, including solici-
tation of fellow employees during nonwork-
ing hours, (ii) allowing distribution and
posting of union literature by employees
during nonworking hours in nonworking
areas, and (iii) allowing reasonable access
to labor organization representatives (o
communicate with employees on employer
premises at reasonable times where there are
no other available channels which will
enable the labor organization to communi-
Jr;'ate with employees through reasonable ef-
orts.

fb) It is the sense of the Congress that in
addition to the principles enumeraled in
subsection (a), nationals of the United
States subject to section 9 should seek to
comply with the following principle: taking
reasonable measures to extend the scope of
influence on aclivities outside the work-
place, including—

(1) supporting the unrestricted rights of
black businesses to locale in urban areas;

(2} influencing other companies in South
Africa to follow the standards of equal rights
principles;

(3) supporting the freedom of mobility of
black workers to seek employment opportu-
nities wherever they erist, and making pro-
vision for adequate housing for families of
employees within the proximity of workers’
employment; and

(4) supporting the rescission of all apart-
heid laws.

fc) The Secretary may issue guidelines and
criteria to assist persons who are or may be
subject to section 9 in complying with the
principles set forth in subsection fa) of this
section. The Secretary may, upon request,
give an advisory opinion to any person who
is or may be subject lo this section as to
whether that person is subjeci to this section
or would be considered lo be in compliance
with the principles set forth in subsection
fal.

fd) The Secretary may require all nation-
als of the United States referred to in section
9 to register with the Depariment of State.

fe) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary may, to such extent or
in such amounts as are provided in appro-
priation Acts, enter inlo contracts with one
or more privale organizations or individ-
uals to assist the Secretary in implementing
this section.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Sec. 11, fa) The Secretary shall establish
an Advisory Committee—
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(1) to advise the Secretary with respect to
the implementation of those principles set
JSorth in section 10(a), and

f2) to review periodically the reports sub-

mitted pursuant to section 12f/a) and, where
necessary, lo supplement the information
contained in such reports.
The Advisory Committee shall be composed
of at least 12 members appointed by the Sec-
retary from among persons in the United
States and South Africa representing trade
unions committed to nondiscriminatory
policies, representatives of business (includ-
ing the American Chamber of Commerce in
South Africa), and the academic communi-
ty, and from among community and church
leaders, including those in South Africa,
who have demonstrated a concern for equal
rights. In addition to the appointed mem-
bers of the Advisory Committee, the United
States Ambassador to South Africa shall be a
member of the Advisory Commilttee, ex offi-
cio. The Commiltee shall be authorized to
meet in the United States Embassy in South
Africa or such other location as the Secre-
tary may designate.

(b) Members of the Advisory Committee
shall be appointed for 3-year terms, except
that of the members firsl appointed, four
shall be appointed for terms of two years,
and four shall be appointed for terms of one
vear, as designaled at the time of their ap-
pointment. Any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring before the expiration of
the term for which the predecessor of such
member was appointed shall be appointed
only for the remainder of such term.

fc) The Secretary shall provide the neces-
sary clerical and administrative assistance
to the Advisory Commitlee.

fd) Members of the Advisory Commitlee
shall serve withoul pay, except that, while
away from their homes or regular places of
business in the performance of services for
the Commiltee, members of the Advisory
Committee shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in
the same manner as persons employed inter-
mittently in the Government service are al-
lowed erpenses under secltion 5703 of title 5,
United States Code.

IMPLEMENTATION

SEc. 12. (a) The Secretary shall submit an
annual report to the Congress describing—

(1) the extent to which each national of
the United States referred to in section 9 has
implemented each of the principles set forth
in section 10/a);

(2] the progress each national of the
United States referred to in section 9 has
made since the previous annual report in
implementing each of those principles;

(3) the actions the Secretary has taken to
encourage implementation of those princi-
ples, by nalionals of the United States as
well as any person who is not a national of
the United States and who employs at least
25 individuals in South Africe, as well as
any related actions taken by other depart-
ments or agencies of the United States Gov-
ernment,

f4) any other information that the Secre-
tary believes is appropriale relating to the
implementation of those principles by na-
tionals of the Uniled Slates as well as any
person who is not a national of the United
States and who employs at least 25 individ-
uals in South Africa;

(5) in the first five annual reports issued
pursuant lo this subseclion, the extent (o
which each of the 100 largest foreign inves-
tors in South Africa who are not nationals
of the United States have implemented the
principles set forth in section 10fa);
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f6) in the sizxth and subsequent annual re-
ports issued pursuant to this subsection, the
extent to which each of the 200 largest for-
eign inveslors in South Africa who are not
nationals of the United States have imple-
mented the principles set forth in section
10fa); and

(7) recommendations by the Secretary for
action which the Congress or the President
could take to encourage implementation of
those principles by persons who are not na-
tionals of the United States and who employ
at least 25 individuals in South Africa, in-
cluding an analysis of the extent to which
the imposition of restraints on imports into
the United States from such persons would
e?:oumge implementation of those princi-
pies.

fb) The Secretary shall publish and make
generally available to the public each
annual report submitted pursuant to subsec-
tion fa).

fc) The Secretary may, to such extent or in
such amounts as are provided in appropria-
tion Acts, enter into contracts with one or
more private organizations to assist the Sec-
relary in preparing the report required by
subsection (a).

fd) Each national of the United States re-
ferred to in section 9 of this act shall submit
directly to the Secretary, or through an orga-
nization with which the Secretary has a
contract under subsection fc)—

(1) detailed and fully documented annual
report on the progress of that person in im-
plementing the principles set forth in sec-
tion 10(a); and

(2) such other information relating to im-
plementation of the principles set forth in
section 10(a) as the Secretary shall be regu-
lation directL

The reports and information required by
this subsection shall be submitled at such
times as the Secretary shall by regulation re-
quire.

fe) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to the
Depariment of State to carry out the provi-
sions of this section. The Secretary may es-
tqb!ish an office to carry out such provi-
sions.

(f) Upon the request of any national of the
United States subject lo the provisions of
this section and section 10 which is made
within 60 days afler the publication of the
Secretary's report pursuant to subsection (b)
of this section, the Secretary shall afford an
opportunily for a hearing, within 90 days
after such publication, in which such person
may comment on the contents of such
report.

(g)(1) The Secreltary shall make available
to the Advisory Commitlee established pur-
suant to section 11, and may make available
to the public, information oblained pursu-
ant to subsection (d) that relates to the em-
ployment practices of nationals of the
United States subject to section 9 with re-
spect to blacks and other nonwhite employ-
ees.

f2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary shall not make avail-
able to the Advisory Commiltee or disclose
to the public any information that would
harm the competitive posilion or L.e propri-
etary interests, or would reveal trade secrets
or confidential commercial or financial in-
Jormation, of any national of the United
Stales required to submit reports under sub-
section (d), as defined under regulations of
the Secretary.

th) The Secretary shall make all reasona-
ble efforts to verify the information submit-
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ted under subsection (dJ), including the es-
tablishment of arrangements with nationals
of the United States subject to section 9 for
onsile monitoring, at least once every (wo
years, of their activities and facilities in
South Africa.

fi) The Secretary shall make reasonable
and continuing efforts to promote the imple-
mentation of sections 9 and 10 and any reg-
ulations issued to carry out those sections.

NUCLEAR TRADE BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND SOUTH AFRICA

Segc. 13. fa) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) and notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law—

f1) no license may be issued for the export
to South Africa of goods or technology which
are to be used in a nuclear production or
utilization facility, or which, in the judg-
ment of the Secretary of State, are likely to
be diverted for use in such a facility,

r2) no authorization to engage, directly or
indirectly, in the production of any special
nuclear material in South Africa may be
given,

f3) no license may be issued for the export
to South Africa of component parts or other
items or substances especially relevant from
the standpoint of export control because of
their significance for nuclear explosive pur-
poses, and

(4) no retransfer to South Africa of any
goods, technology, special nuclear material,
components, ilems or substances described
in paragraph (1), (2), or (3) may be ap-
proved.

fb) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply if the Secretary of State deter-
mines and certifies to the Speaker of the
House of Representatlives and the chairman
of the Commiltee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate that the Government of South
Africa is a party to the Trealy on the Non-

Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, done al
Washington, London, and Moscow on July
1, 1968.

EXPORTS TO SOUTH AFRICAN GOVERNMENT

Sec. 14. (a) No compulers, cCc ter soft-
ware, or goods or technology intended to
service compulers may be exported, directly
or indirectly, to or for use by any of the fol-
lowing entities of the Government of South
Africa;

(1) The military.

f2) The police.

f3) The prison system.

(4) The national security agencies.

5) ARMSCOR and its subsidiaries or the
weapons research activities of the Council
JSor Scientific and Industrial Research.

f6) The administering authorities for the
black passbook and the book of life systems.

(7) Any other entily which implements re-
strictions on where nonwhites are permilted
to live or work.

(8) Any other entity that administers pro-
grams which directly discriminate against
nonwhites.

(9) Any local, regional, or homelands gov-
ernment entity which performs any function
of any entily described in paragraphs (1)
through (8).

(b) Computers, computer software, and
goods or technology intended to service com-
puters may be exported, directly or indirecl-
ly, to or for use by an entity of the Govern-
ment of South Africa other than those set
forth in subsection (a) only if—

(1) the services provided by the entity will
benefit nonwhites, or both whites and non-
whites; and

f2) a system of end use verification is in
effect to ensure thatl the computers involved
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will not be used for any function of any
entily set forth in subsection fa).

The restriclion set forth in paragraph (1)
shall apply only to exports with a contract
value of £100,000 or greater. The President
may waive such restriction if he determines
that a computer sale to an entily which
serves whites only is necessary for humani-
tarian purposes.

fc) The President shall provide a detailed
report to the Congress 12 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act and annu-
ally thereafter on the implementation of the
requirements set forth in paragraphs (1) and
(2} of subsection (b).

fd) For purposes of this section, the term
“computer” includes any computer that is
the direct product of technology of United
States origin.

PROHIBITION ON LOANS TO THE SOUTH AFRICAN

GOVERNMENT

Sec. 15. fa) No national of the United
States may make any loan or other exten-
sion of credit, directly or through a foreign
affiliate of that national of the United
States, to the Government of South Africa or
to any corporation, partnership or other or-
ganization which is owned or controlled by
the Government of South Africa, as deter-
mined under regulations which the Presi-
dent shall issue.

(b) The prohibition contained in subsec-
tion (a) shall not apply to—

(1) a loan or extension of credil for any
educational, housing, or health facility
which—

(A) is available to all persons on a nondis-
criminatory basis; and

(B) is located in a geographic area accessi-
ble to all population groups without any
legal or administrative restriction; or

f2) a loan or extension of credit for which
an agreement is entered inlo before the date
of the enactment of this Acl

fc) The President shall issue the regula-
tions referred to in subsection (a) not later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

REPORT AND POLICY ON ECONOMIC SANCTIONS

Sec, 16. (a) It shall be the policy of the
United States to impose economic sanclions
against the Government of South Africa if,
within 12 months after the dale of the enact-
ment of this Act, but not later than Jenuary
1, 1987, significant progress has not been
made toward ending the policy of apartheid.

{b) The President shall, by means of both
bilateral and multilateral negotiations with
other nations, develop appropriate multilat-
eral economic sanctions against the Govern-
ment of South Africa. Not later than 12
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and at intervals of 12 months there-
after, the President shall submit to the Con-
gress a report on the status of such negotia-
tions. Each such report shall contain a de-
tailed assessment of exports to South Africa
Jrom other countries of computers and other
technology the erport of which from the
United States is prohibited under section 13
or 14 on this Act.

fc) The President shall prepare and trans-
mit to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senale
within 12 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, but not later than January
1, 1987, and every 12 months thereafter, a
report on the extent to which significant
progress has been made toward ending the
system of apartheid, including—

(1) a detailed assessment of the extent to
which the Government of South Africa has
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made significant progress lowards meeling
the following conditions:

(A) Eliminating the system which makes il
impossible for black employees and their
JSamilies to be housed in family accommoda-
tions near the place of employment;

(B) Eliminating all policies that restrict
the rights of black people to seek employ-
ment in South Africa and to live wherever
they find employment in South Africa;

fCJ) Eliminating all policies that make dis-
tinctions belween the South African nalion-
ality of blacks and whites;

{D) Eliminating removals of black popula-
tions from certain geographic areas on ac-
count of race or ethnic origin;

(E) Eliminating all residence restrictions
based on race or ethnic origin;

(F) Entering into meaningful negotiations
with truly representatlive leaders of the black
population for a new political system pro-
viding for the full national participation of
all the people of South Africa in the social,
political, and economic life in thal country
and an end to discrimination based on race
or ethnic origin;

(G) Achieving an internalionally recog-
nized seltlement for Namibia; and

(H) Freeing all political prisoners;

(2) a determination by the President as to
whether significant progress has been made
in meeting the conditions described in
clauses (A) through (H) of paragraph (1);
and

{3) if the President determines under para-
graph (2) that significant progress has not
been de, a recom dation as to which
of the following sanctions should be im-
posed.

fA) A ban on new commercial investment
in South Africa.

(B) a denial of most-favored-nation status
to South Africa.

(C) A ban on the importation of coal, ura-
nium ore, and uranim oxide from South
Africa and Namibia.

(D) Other economic or political sanctions.

(d)(1) Any joint resolution which—

fA) would enact part or all of the sanc-
tions described in clauses (A) through (D) of
subsection (c)(3), and

(B) is introduced in the Senate after the
date of receipl of the report required by sub-
section (c),
shall be considered in the Senate in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 601(b) of
the International Securily Assistance and
Arms Ezport Conirol Act of 1976, except
that, for purposes of section 601(b)(3)(A) of
such Act, a reference to the “same certifica-
tion” shall be deemed to be a reference to the
report required by subsection (c).

(2) A joint resolution which is described in
paragraph (1) and which is introduced in
the House of Representatives after the date
of receipt of the report required by subsec-
tion (c) shall be considered in accordance
with paragraphs (1) through (5) of section
17fe).

PROHIBITION ON THE IMPORTATION OF
KERUGERRANDS; WAIVER AUTHORITY

Sgc. 17. (a) No person, including a bank,
may import into the United Stales any
South African Krugerrand or any other gold
coin minted in South Africa or offered for
sale by the Government of South Africa.

fb) For purpases of this section, the term
“United States” includes the States of the
United States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any ler-
ritory or possession of the United States.
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fc)(1) The President may waive the prohi-
bition contained in subsection fa) for a
period of not more than 12 months if—

fA) the President determines that one or
more of the conditions set forth in subsec-
tion (d) are met,

(B) the President submits that determina-
tion to the Congress, and

(C) a joint resolution is enacted approving
the President’s determination.

f2) The President may waive the prohibi-
tions contained in subsection (a) for addi-
tional 6-month periods if, before each such
waiver—

(A) the President determines that an addi-
tional condition set forth in subsection (d)
has been met since the preceding waiver
under this subsection became effective,

(B) the President submits that determina-
tion to the Congress, and

(C) a joint resolution is enacted approving
the President’s determination.

fd) The conditions referred to in subsec-
tion (c) are the following:

(1) The Government of South Africa has
eliminated the system which makes it im-
possible for black employees and their fami-
lies to be housed in family accommodations
near the place of employment.

f2) The Government of South Africa has
eliminated all policies that restrict the
rights of black people to seek employment in
South Africa and to live wherever they find
employment in South Africa.

f3) The Government of South Africa has
eliminated all policies that make distinc-
tions between the South African nationality
of blacks and whites.

(4) The Government of South Africa has
eliminated removals of black populations
Jfrom certain geographic areas on account of
race or ethnic origin.

(5) The Government of South Africa has
eliminated all residence restrictions based
on race or ethnic origin.

f6) The Government of South Africa has
entered into meaningful negotiations with
truly representative leaders of the black pop-
ulation for a new political system providing
JSor the full national participation of all the
people of South Africa in the social, politi-
cal, and economic life in that country and
an end to diserimination based on race or
ethnic origin.

(7) An internationally recognized settle-
ment for Namibia has been achieved.

(8) The Government of South Africa has
Jreed all political prisoners.

fe)(1) All joint resolutions introduced in
the House of Representatives and the Senate
shall be referred immediately to the appro-
priate committees.

(2) If the committee of either House to
which a joint resolution has been referred
has not reported it at the end of 30 days
after its introduction, the committee shall
be discharged from further consideration of
the joint resolution or of any other joint res-
olution introduced with respect to the same
matter.

f3) A joint resolution under this subsec-
tion shall be considered in the Senate in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section
601(b)(4) of the International Security As-
sistance and Arms Ezport Control Act of
1976. For the purpose of expediting the con-
sideration and passage of joint resolutions
reported or discharged pur t to the pro-
visions of this subsection, il shall be in
order for the Committee on Rules of the
House of Representatives to present for con-
sideration a resolution of the House of Rep-
resentatives providing procedures for the
immediale consideration of a joint resolu-
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tion under this subseclion which may be
similar, if applicable, to the procedures sel
Sforth in section 601(b)i4) of the Internation-
al Securily Assistance and Arms Ezxport
Control Act of 1976.

f4) If before the passage by one House of a
joint resolution of that House, that House
receives a joint resolution with respect to
mm:ﬂ same matter from the other House,

fA) the procedure in that House shall be
the same as if no joint resolution had been
received from the other House; but

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on
the joint resolution of the other House.

(5) In the computation of the period of 30
days referred to in paragraph (2) there shall
be excluded the days on which either House
of Congress is not in session because of an
adjournment of more than 3 days lo a day
certain or because of an adjournment of the
Congress sine die.

(6) For purposes of this subsection, the
term “joint resolution™ means a joini resolu-
tion the matter after the resolving clause of
which is as follows: "“That the Congress,
having received on a determina-
tion of the President under section I7(c) of
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985, approves the
President’s determination.”, with the date of
the receipt of the determination inserted in
the blank.

MINTING GOLD BULLION COINS

Sec. 18. (a) Section 5112fa) of title 31,
United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-

graphs:

“t7) A fifty dollar gold coin that is 32.7
millimeters in diameter, weighs 33.931
grams, and contains one troy ounce of fine
gold.

“(8) A twenly-five dollar gold coin that is
27.0 millimeters in diameter, weighs 16.966
grams, and contains one-half troy ounce of
fine gold.

“19) A ten dollar gold coin that is 22.0 mil-
limeters in diameter, weighs §.483 grams,
and contains one-fourth troy ounce of fine

“f10) A five dollar gold coin that is 16.5
millimeters in diameter, weighs 3.393 grams,
and contains one-tenth troy ounce of fine

(b) Section 5112 of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by adding af the end
thereof the following new subsection.

“(i)(1) Notwithstanding section 5111fa)(1)
of this title, the Secretary shall mint and
issue the gold coins described in paragraphs
(7), (8), (9), and (10) of subsection (a) of this
section, in quantities sufficient to meet
public demand, and such gold coins shall—

“fA) have a design delermined by the Sec-
retary, except that the fifty dollar gold coin
shall have—

“fi) on the obverse side, a design symbolic
of Liberty; and

“fii) on the reverse side, a design repre-
senting a family of eagles, with the male car-
rving an olive branch and flying above a
nest containing a female eagle and halch-
lings;

“fB) have inscriptions of the denomina-
tion, the weight of the fine gold content, the
vear of minting or issuance, and the words
‘Liberty’, ‘In God We Trust', ‘United States
of America’, and ‘E Pluribus Unum’ and

“(C) have reeded edges.

“t2)(A) The Secretary shall sell the coins
minted under this subsection to the public
at a price equal to the market value of the
bullion at the time of sale, plus the cost of
minting, markeling, and distributing such
coins fincluding labor, materials, dies, use

August 1, 1985

of machinery, and promotional and over-
head expenses).

“{B) The Secretary shall make bulk sales of
the coins minted under this subsection al a
reasonable discount.

“(3) For purposes of section 5132(a)(1) of
this title, all coins minted under this subsec-
tion shall be considered to be numismalic
items.".

“fc) Section 5116fal(2) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the first sentence the following new sen-
tence: “The Secretary shall acquire the gold
Jor the coins issued under section 5112(i) of
this title by purchase only from natural de-
posits in the United States or in a terrilory
or possession of the United States, or from
reserves of gold held by the United States.”.

“fd) Section 5118(b) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in. the first sentence, by striking out
“or deliver’; and

f2) in the second sentence, by inserting
“fother than gold and silver coins)” before
“that may be lawfully held”.

(e) The third sentence of section 5132(a)(1)
of title 31, Uniled States Code, is amended
by striking out “minted wunder section
5112fa) of this title” and inserting in lieu
thereof “minted under paragraphs (1)
through (6) of section 5112(a) of this title".

“{f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, an amount equal to the amount by
which the proceeds from the sale of the coins
issued under section 5112(i) aof title 31,
United Stales Code, exceed the sum of—

f1) the cost of minting, marketing, and
distributing such coins, and

(2) the value of gold certificates (mot ex-
ceeding forty-two and two-ninths dollars a
fine troy ounce) retired from the use of gold
conlained in such coins.

shall be deposited in the general fund of the
Treasury and shall be used for the sole pur-
pose of reducing the national debt.

“fg) The Secretary shall take all actions
necessary lo ensure that the issuance of the
coins minted under section 5112(i) of tille
31, United States Code, shall result in no net
cost to the United States Governmenlt.

fh) This section shall take effect on Octlo-
ber 1, 1985, except thai mo coins may be
issued or sold under section 5112(i) of title
31, United States Code, before October 1,
1986.

STUDY OF HEALTH CONDITIONS IN THE
“HOMELANDS " AREAS OF SOUTH AFRICA

Sec. 19. The Secretary of State shall con-
duct a study to examine the state of health
conditions and to determine the extent of
starvation and malnutrition now prevalent
in the "homelands"” areas of South Africa
and shall, not later than December 1, 1985,
prepare and transmit to the Speaker of the
House of Representalives and the chairman
af the Commillee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate a report selting forth the results
of such study.

REGULATORY AUTHORITY

SEc. 20. fa) The President shall issue such
regulations, licenses, and orders as are nec-
essary Lo carry oul—

1) the provisions of section 14 prohibiting
certain exporis to South African Govern-
ment entitles;

(20 the provisions of section 15 prohibit-
ing loans to South African Government en-
titles; and

(3) the provisions of section 17 prohibiting
the importation of Krugerrands.

fb)(1) The Secretary shall issue such regu-
lations as are necessary to carry out—
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fA) the provisions of section 9;

(B} the provisions of section 10(d), relat-
ing to registration; and

(C) the provisions of section 12/d) requir-
ing the submission of reports.

f2) The regulations of the Secretary first
issued under paragraph (1) shall be issued
not later than 120 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

fc) Before issuing final regulations under
this section, the President and the Secretary
shall publish in the Federal Register the reg-
ulations proposed to be issued and shall give
interested persons, including the Advisory
Committee established pursuant to section
11, at least 30 days lo submit comments on
the proposed regulations. The President and
the Secretary shall, in issuing the final regu-
lations, take into account the comments so
submitted.

fd) The first annual report of the Secretary
under section 12(a) shall be submitted to the
Congress not later than one year after the
date on which final regulations issued
under subsection (b)(2) of this section are
published. Each subsequent annual report
shall be submitted not later than the end of
each 1-year period thereafter.

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES

SEc. 21. (a) The President with respect to
his authorities under section 20(al), and the
Secretary with respect lo his authorities
under section 20(b), shall take the necessary
steps to ensure compliance with the provi-
sions of this Act and any regulations, li-
censes, and orders issued to carry oul this
Act, including establishing mechanisms to
monitor compliance with this Act and such
regulations, licenses, and orders. In ensur-
ing such compliance, the President and the
Secretary may conduct investigations, hold
hearings, administer oaths, eramine wit-
nesses, receive evidence, take depositions,
and require by subpoena the atltendance and
testimony of witnesses and th: production
of all books, papers and documents relating
to any matter under investigation.

(b) Except as provided in subsection (d)—

f1) any person, other than an individual,
that violates the provisions of this Act, or
any regulation, license, or order issued to
carry out this Act shall be fined not more
than $1,000,000;

f2) any individual who violates the provi-
sions of this Act or any regulalion, license,
or order issued to carry outl this Act shall be
fined nol more than $50,000, or imprisoned
not more than 5 years, or both; and

(3) any individual who violates section
17fa) or any regulations issued to carry out
that section shall, instead of the penally set
Jorth in paragraph (2), be fined not more
than 5 times the value the krugerrands or
gold coins involved.

fc)(1) Whenever a person commils a viola-
tion under subsection (b)—

(A) any officer, director, or employee of
such person, or any natural person in con-
trol of such person who knowingly and will-
Sfully ordered, authorized, acquiesced in, or
carried oul the act or practice constituting
the violation, and

(B) any agent of such person who know-
ingly and willfully carried out such act or
practice,
shall be fined not more than $10,000, or im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply in the
case of a violation by an individual of sec-
tion 17(a) or of any regulation issued to
carry oul that section.

f3) A fine imposed under paragraph (1) on
an individual for an act or practice consti-
tuting a violation may not be paid, directly
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or indirectly, by the person committing the
violation ilself.

fd)(1) Any person who violates any regula-
tion issued under section 10id) or 12id) or
who, in a registration statement or report
required by the Secrelary, makes any untrue
statement of a material fact or omits to
state a material fact required to be stated
therein or necessary to make the statements
therein not misleading, shall be subject to a
civil penalty of nolt more than $10,000 im-
posed by the Secretary. The provisions of
subsections (d), (e), and (f) of section 11 of
the Export Administration Act of 1979 shall
apply with respect to any such civil penalty.

f2) Any person who commits a willful vio-
lation under paragraph (1) shall upon con-
viction be fined not more than $1,000,000 or
imprisoned not more than 2 years, or both.

(3} Nothing in this section may be con-
strued to authorize Lthe imposition of any
penalty for failure to implement the princi-
ples set forth in section 10(a).

TERMINATION OF PROVISIONS OF ACT

Sec. 22. (a) If the President determines
that the system of apartheid in South Africa
has been abolished, the President may
submit that delermination, and the basis for
the determination, to the Congress.

(b) Upon the enactment of a joint resolu-
tion approving a delermination of the Presi-
dent submilled to the Congress under sub-
section (a), the provisions of this Act, the
amendments made by this Act, and all regu-
lations, licenses, and orders issued fo carry
out this Act, shall terminate.

fe) For purposes of subsection f(a), the
“abolilion of apartheid” shall include—

(1) the repeal of all laws and regulations
that discriminate on the basis of race; and

f2) the establishment of a body of laws
that assures the full national participation
of all the people of South Africa in the
social, political, and economic life in that
country.

APPLICABILITY TO EVASIONS OF ACT

SeEc. 23. This Act and the regulations
issued to carry out this Act shall apply to
any person who undertakes or causes lo be
undertaken any transaction or activity with
the intent to evade this Act or such regula-
tions.

CONSTRUCTION OF ACT

SEc. 24, Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as constituting any recognition by
the United States of the homelands referred
to in this Act

And the Senate agree to the same.

From the Foreign Affairs Committee on
all provisions (except section 17 of the
Senate amendment) and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

DANTE B. FASCELL,
STEPHEN J. SOLARZ,
DoN BONKER,
HowARD WOLPE,

GEeo. W. CROCKETT, Jr.,
MERVYN M. DYMALLY,
HoWARD BERMAN,

TEDp WEISS,

ROBERT GARCIA,

Wu. BROOMFIELD,
MiIke DEWINE,

From the Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs Committee for section 17 of the Senate
amendment and modifications committed to
conference as additional conferees for the
following sections: Section 3; section 4; sec-
tion 5; sections 14(6) and 14(7) of the House
bill; and section B; section 15 of the Senate
amendment:

FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN,
HENRY GONZALEZ,
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FRANK ANNUNZIO,
PARREN J. MITCHELL,
STEPHEN L. NEAL,
DouG BARNARD, Jr.,
BRUCE A. MORRISON,
CHALMERS P. WYLIE,
STEWART B. MCKINNEY,
Jim LEACH,
JoHN HILER,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RicHARD G. LUGAR,

CHARLES McC, MATHIAS,
Jr.,

NaNcy LANDON
KASSEBAUM,

JoHN HEINZ,

CLAIBORNE PELL,

PAUL SARBANES,

ALAN CRANSTON,

BILL PROXMIRE,

For section 15 of the Senate amendment:

TEp KENNEDY

(in lieu of Mr. CraN-
STON),
Managers on the Part of the Senale.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
CoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1460) to express the opposition of the
United States to the system of apartheid in
South Africa, and for other purposes,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of
the House bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
House bill and the Senate amendment. The
differences between the House bill, the
Senate amendment, and the substitute
agreed to in conference are noted below,
except for clerical corrections, conforming
changes made necessary by agreements
reached by the conferees, and minor draft-
ing and clarifying changes.

SHoRT TITLE

The House bill cited the act as the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985.

The Senate amendment cited the act as
the Anti-Apartheid Action Act of 1985.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision.

FINDINGS AND PoLicY DECLARATIONS

The House bill contains two congressional
expressions of U.S. foreign policy: (1) En-
couraging all nations to adopt policies guar-
anteeing broad human rights, civil liberties,
and individual economic opportunities; and
(2) condemnation and eradication of apart-
heid in South Africa.

The Senate amendment states that the
policy and practice of apartheid harms the
human rights of black South Africans, is re-
pugnant to values of democratic societies,
and runs counter to American efforts to
promote democratic forms of government. It
also declares that it shall be American
policy to promote peaceful change in South
Africa through diplomatic means, but where
necessary through other measures as well.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision.
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PoLicY ON SANCTIONS

The Senate amendment states that it
shall be the policy of the United States to
impose economic sanctions against the Gov-
ernment of South Africa if, within 18
months of enactment but not later than
March 1, 1987, significant progress has not
been made toward ending apartheid.

The House bill did not contain a compara-
ble provision.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision, with an amendment
changing the time period to within 12
months but not later than January 1, 1987.

NEGOTIATIONS ON SANCTIONS

The House bill provides that the Presi-
dent shall attempt to persuade other gov-
ernments to adopt economic restrictions
similar to those in this bill and that the
President report annually to Congress on
the status of such negotiations.

The Senate bill directs the President to
develop appropriate multilateral economic
sanctions against the Government of South
Africa through negotiations with other na-
tions and to report annually to the Congress
on the status of such negotiations.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision.

REPORT ON STATUS OF APARTHEID

The House bill requires an annual report
on progress or lack thereof by the South Af-
rican Government in eliminating apartheid.

The Senate amendment requires the
President to transmit to Congress by March
1, 1987, and annually thereafter, a report on
the extent of progress made toward ending
apartheid, including a Presidential determi-
nation as to whether significant progress
has been made.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision with an amendment
changing the date to January 1, 1987, and
inserting the conditions provided for in the
House waiver provisions for the House pro-
visions that would prohibit new investments
in South Africa and the importation of kru-
gerrands.

ADDITIONAL ANTI-APARTHEID MEASURES

The House bill contains a sense of Con-
gress that the United States should take ad-
ditional measures unless the South African
Government makes progress toward elimi-
nating apartheid.

The Senate amendment provides that in
the event the President determines that sig-
nificant progress has not been made toward
abolishing apartheid, a recommendation is
to be made to the Congress as to which of
the following sanctions should be imposed:
A ban on new commercial investment in
South Africa, a ban on the importation of
krugerrands, a denial of most-favored-
nation tariff status to South Afriea, or
other economic or political sanctions.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision with an amendment removing
from the list of prospective sanctions the
ban on the importation of krugerrands and
adding a ban on the importation of coal and
uranium.

RESTRICTIONS ON NEW INVESTMENTS

The House bill requires the President to
prohibit U.S. persons from making directly,
or through a foreign affiliate, any invest-
ment (including bank loans) in South
Africa. It exempts from this prohibition: (1)
A loan or extension of credit for education-
al, housing, or health facility which are
available to all persons and accessible to all
population groups, or a loan agreement en-
tered into before enactment of this act; (2)
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an investment of earnings from a business
enterprise in South Adfrica established
before enactment of the bill and which is
made in the same business enterprise; and
(3) the purchase, on a securities exchange
registered as a national securities exchange
under section 6 of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, of securities in a business enter-
prise in South Africa established before en-
actment of the bill.

The Senate amendment authorized a ban
on new investment as one of the prospective
sanctions which the President may impose
if he determines that no significant progress
toward abolishing apartheid has been made
and Congress approves.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision.

PROHIBITION ON IMPORTATION oF GoLD CoINs

The House bill prohibits importation of
South African krugerrands or other gold
coins from South Africa.

The Senate amendment provides for a
similar prohibition after 18 months if the
President determines there is no significant
progress toward abolishing apartheid and
Congress approves.

The conference substitute is the same as
the House provision.

MinTING OF U.S. GoLp CoIns

The Senate amendment provides for mint-
ing of a U.S. gold coin.

The House bill did not contain a compara-
ble provision.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision with an amendment
adding language to provide that: (1) The
gold coins shall be legal tender at their face
value; (2) the Secretary of the Treasury
shall make bulk sales of the coins at suita-
ble discounts; (3) the profits from the sale
of the coins shall be used solely to reduce
the national debt; (4) the Secretary of the
Treasury shall take all necessary action to
assure there is no net cost to the govern-
ment; and (5) a reaffirmation of current law
that the coins and other gold and silver
coins cannot be obtained dollar for dollar
from the Secretary of the Treasury.

WAIVERS OF RESTRICTIONS ON NEW INVEST-
MENT AND IMPORTATION OF GoLD COINS

The House bill provides that the Presi-
dent may waive the prohibitions on new in-
vestment and gold coins for not more than
12 months if the President determines that
one or more of eight conditions have been
met and Congress approves the determina-
tion.

The Senate amendment does not contain
a comparable provision.

The conference substitute is the same as
the House provision, except it applies only
to the ban on the importation of kruger-
rands.

ExrorTs OF COMPUTERS TO THE SOUTH
AFRICAN GOVERNMENT

The House bill amends the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979 to prohibit the direct
or indirect export of computers, computer
software, or goods or technology intended to
service computers to or for use by the Gov-
ernment of South Africa or any corporation,
partnership, or other organization con-
trolled by the Government of South Africa.

The Senate amendment contains a compa-
rable provision but specifies the government
agencies of South Africa affected by the
prohibition. It does not amend the Export
Administration Act.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision with an amendment
adding several entities to the proscribed list.
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This provision restricts sales to the South
African government of computers, computer
software or goods or technology intended to
service computers, allowing such sales only
to those entities of the South African Gov-
ernment whose services are of benefit to
nonwhites, or both whites and nonwhites
except that this restriction may be waived if
the sale is necessary for humanitarian pur-
poses. The provision prohibits sales of com-
puters and related parts and software to
South Africa’s military, police, and agencies
which enforce apartheid, including national
security agencies, This term is defined
broadly to include all those entities that
have a national intelligence function.

A major purpose of this legislation is to
make certain the ban is complete on com-
puter sales to the South African police, mili-
tary, and other entities that enforce restric-
tions on blacks' freedom of movement, as
well as on entities which have no beneficial
impact on the nonwhite community. It is in-
tended to close loopholes in current regula-
tions, such as those relating to personal
computers, and to prevent circumvention of
the ban by the South African Government.

It is expected that in enforcing this ban,
the administration will put into effect a
system of end-use verifications on all com-
puters covered by this provision sold to the
South African Government, and on all com-
puters for which spare parts and servicing
are permitted. The end-use verifications
must be adequate to assure that the com-
puter in question is not used for prohibited
purposes. The President is required to pro-
vide a detailed annual report to the Con-
gress on the enforcement of the end-use ver-
ification system.

Computer companies are urged not to sell
small- and medium-sized computers or to
provide software or spare parts for comput-
ers owned by entities whose services are not
available to nonwhites, even though the leg-
islation explicitly bans such sales only if
they have a contract value over $100,000.

NUCLEAR EXPORTS

The House bill prohibits all nuclear co-
operation between the United States and
South Africa, including prior licenses or au-
thorizations.

The Senate amendment prohibits the
export of goods or technology to be used in
any South African nuclear production or
utilization facility, prohibits the authoriza-
tion to engage, directly or indirectly, in pro-
duction of special nuclear material in South
Africa, prohibits the export to South Africa
of component parts or other items or sub-
stances relevant because of their signifi-
cance for nuclear explosive purposes, and
prohibits the retransfer to South Africa of
any of these goods, technology, special nu-
clear material, components, items, or sub-
stances unless the Secretary of State certi-
fies that South Africa has become a party to
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons.

The conference substitute is the same as
the Senate provision.

LaBoOR PRACTICES OF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT IN
SoUTH AFRICA

The Senate amendment directs the Secre-
tary of State to take necessary steps to
apply fair employment (Sullivan) principles
to U.S. Embassy and contracts for services.

The House adopted a similar provision
which applied only to Embassy direct hire
personnel in HR. 2068 (The Department of
State authorization bill).

The conference substitute is identical to
the Senate provision.
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EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES OF U.S. NATIONALS
IN SOUTH AFRICA

The Senate amendment imposes mandato-
ry fair employment practices for U.S. na-
tionals controlling companies in South
Africa. It establishes reporting requirements
for U.S. companies and for the Secretary of
State on U.S. and foreign company compli-
ance.

'I‘h_e_ House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision with an amendment establishing
an advisory committee and procedures for
onsight inspection.

REGULATORY AUTHORITY

The House bill requires the President to
issue regulations to carry out the act.

The Senate amendment contains regula-
tory authority in the provisions dealing
with computer exports and employment
practices.

The conference substitute is a combina-
tion of the two provisions.

ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES

The House bill provides authority for the
President to ensure compliance with the act
and sets forth penalties for violation.

The Senate amendment contains specific
violation provisions in the provision on com-
puter exports and labor practices.

The conference substitute is the same as
the House provision.

TERMINATION OF PROVISIONS OF THE ACT

The House bill provides for termination of
the provisions of the act upon enactment of
a joint congressional resolution concurring
in a Presidential determination that apart-
heid has been abolished.

The Senate amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute is the same as
the House provision.

SCHOLARSHIPS FOR BLACK SOUTH AFRICANS

The Senate amendment sets aside $15 mil-
lion of the funds authorized for the educa-
tion and human resources account for the
Agency for International Development for
scholarships for black South Africans to
attend South African universities, colleges,
and secondary schools. It provides for the
U.S. Ambassador to appoint the selection
panels who will select students for the as-
sistance.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision with an amendment setting the
funding levels at $8 million in fiscal year
1986, $11 million in fiscal year 1987, and $15
million thereafter and allocating half the
funds for scholarships in accordance with
the selection process described in the
Senate amendment and half the funds for
nongovernmental antiapartheid groups to
carry out education, training, and scholar-
ship programs.

Human RicHTS FUND

The Senate amendment makes permanent
section 116(cX2)XA) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 which provides assistance
for human rights and increases the funding
for these human rights grants to $1,500,000
annually. Twenty percent of the funds are
reserved for legal defense of victims of
apartheid. In addition, authority to make
these grants is transferred to the Assistant
Secretary of State for Human Rights and
Humanitarian Affairs.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.
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The conference substitute is the Senate
provision with an amendment changing the
20 percent to $350,000 and expanding the
criteria to include aid to community groups
nonviolently resisting apartheid. These
funds are intended to be in lieu of, not addi-
tional, to similar authority provided in
chapter 4 of Part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961.

EXPANDING PARTICIPATION IN THE SOUTH

ArricaN EcoNnomy

The Senate amendment urges the U.S.
Government to assist in all appropriate
ways the realization by South African
blacks of their rightful place in the South
African economy.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision.

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

The Senate amendment makes OPIC in-
surance and guarantees available for joint
ventures between American investors and
black South Africans and waives the re-
guirement for a government-to-government
agreement.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the House
position.

ExPORT-IMPORT BANK

The Senate amendment instruects the
Export-Import Bank to take active steps to
encourage use of its facilities by business en-
terprises owned by black South Africans
and waives the Evans amendment which
prohibits Eximbank activities in South
Africa.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision.

HeaLTH CONDITIONS IN THE HOMELANDS

The Senate amendment directs the Secre-
tary of State to conduct a study and to
report to Congress on health conditions in
the Homelands.

The House bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute is the Senate
provision.

APPLICABILITY TO EVASIONS OF AcCT

The House bill makes provisions of the
bill applicable to persons who act to evade
those provisions.

The Senate amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute is the House
provision.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE ACT

The House bill provides that nothing in
the act is to be construed as U.S. recognition
of the “Homelands”.

The Senate amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute is the House
provision.

IMPORTS OF COAL AND UraNiuM FROM SOUTH
AFRICA/NAMIBIA

The House in H.R. 1555 (foreign aid bill)
contains a provision which prohibits im-
ports of coal and uranium from South
Africa/Namibia.

The Senate amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute is to provide
that this is one of the sanctions which may
be imposed in the future if the Government
of South Africa does not achieve significant
progress in abolishing apartheid.
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From the Foreign Affairs Committee on
all provisions (except section 17 of the
Senate amendment) and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

DANTE B. FASCELL,
STEPHEN J. SOLARZ,
Don BONKER,
HowArp WOLFPE,

Geo. W, CROCKETT, Jr.,
MERVYN M. DYMALLY,
HowWARD BERMAN,

Tep WEISS,

ROBERT GARCIA,

Wu. BROOMFIELD,
Mike DEWINE,

From the Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs Committee for section 17 of the Senate
amendment and modifications committed to
conference as additional conferees for the
following sections: Section 3; section 4; sec-
tion 5; sections 14(6) and 14(7) of the House
bill; and section 8; section 15 of the Senate
amendment:

FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN,
HENRY GONZALEZ,
PRANK ANNUNZIO,
PARREN J. MITCHELL,
STEPHEN L. NEAL,

DouG BARNARD, Jr.,
BrRUCE A. MORRISON,
CHALMERS P. WYLIE,
STEWART B. MCKINNEY,
JiM LEacH,

JoHN HILER,

Managers on the Part of the House.
RICHARD G. LUGAR,
CHARLES McC. MATHIAS,

Jr.,
Nancy LanpoN
KASSEBAUM,
JoHN HEINZ,
CLAIBORNE PELL,
PAUL SARBANES,
ALAN CRANSTON,
BiLL PROXMIRE,
For section 15 of the Senate amendment:
Tep KENNEDY

(in lieu of Mr. CRAN-
STON),
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

REQUEST TO MAKE IN ORDER
CONSIDERATION ON THURS-
DAY, AUGUST 1, 1985, OR ANY
DAY THEREAFTER OF SENATE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32,
FIRST CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION ON THE BUDGET FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1986

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
it shall be in order to consider at any
time on Thursday, August 1, or any
day thereafter, the conference report
on Senate Concurrent Resolution 32,
the first concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1986, or any
amendment reported in disagreement
from the conference, that all points of
order against the conference report be
waived, that it shall be in order for the
House by motion to recede from its
amendment with an amendment or
amendments, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on
such motion.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like to
ask, if I may, the ranking Republican
on the Budget Committee if he could
answer a couple of questions from our
perspective about it.

Could the gentleman give us some
idea as to what the Budget Committee
is likely to come to the House with in
terms of first-year savings in the reso-
lution?

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman will
yield, I would be happy to respond to
the gentleman.

We are about $55 billion hard sav-
ings. We have taken out the contract-
ing in, and we have, I think, crafted a
budget that will be bipartisan that we
can support on our side. We did not
get everything that we wanted in the
conference in the way of savings and
termination of programs.

I might say to the gentleman that I
have been on every conference since
the Budget Act came into being and
this has been the most difficult con-
ference of them all, and the longest.
There were differences on taxes and
differences on COLA's, but through
hard work on both sides, I think that
we have come up with something that
we can support.

Overall, we have about $276 billion
in savings in 3 years, no new taxes, we
have preserved COLA's, and I think it
is something that we can be satisfied
with when it comes.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, can the gentleman
give us some idea as to how much of
that $276 billion over 3 years is recon-
ciled in the proposal?

Mr. LATTA. If the gentleman will
yield further, about $68 billion at the
moment, but we have not quite com-
pleted our conference.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and further reserving
the right to object, I would be very
glad to yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Grayl if he has
any comments.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think that the gentle-
man from Ohio, the ranking member
of the Budget Committee, has ade-
quately described the situation. I
think those terms are in the ballpark.
We still have a way to go. We have not
completed a budget resolution.

All this unanimous-consent request
does is allow us, if we are able to com-
plete one when the conference re-
sumes at 11:30, if we are able to com-
plete one it essentially allows this
body to act on it before we depart.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate that explanation.

One guestion I am getting from our
side is, with the gentleman’s unani-
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mous-consent request, can we assume
that the gentleman does have hopes
that we will get this before us some-
time yet in this legislative day?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. If the
gentleman will yield further, the
reason we are bringing this unani-
mous-consent request before the body
is because we do have just that hope.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Let me say that is my extreme hope
that we can do that this afternoon.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, do I un-
derstand this proposal would increase
budget authority for defense by $10
billion over 1985?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. If the
gentleman will yield, at this time we
do not have an agreement on a budget
authority for the entire budget, and
there has not been a finalization of
the 050, or the defense number.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Further reserv-
ing the right to object, I think it is
premature to make this request be-
cause I remember what happened last
October 1. We were in conference on
the continuing resolution. There was
an agreement made by others to in-
crease budget authority for the De-
fense Department by $8 billion. That
became the floor for the defense part
of the bill in conference.

A budget resolution is a goal for the
Appropriations Committee. This is
more binding on the House than the
authorization bill. The authorization
bill is a mere authorization and appro-
priations can be and are often less. We
are talking here about a goal for the
appropriation. You lock in a $10 bil-
lion increase in the goal for the au-
thorization, and when we get into the
conference on the continuing resolu-
tion on October 1, we will be required
to take $10 billion out of other pro-
grams or else the deficit reduction will
be cut by $10 billion. There is no other
way to do it.

I think the House is entitled to a
separate vote on whether or not they
want to eliminate the freeze on mili-
tary. If the majority want to vote to
go up $10 billion, I would accept it but
we ought to have a separate vote. If
we grant a unanimous-consent request
on this, there is no possibility. That
eliminates the necessity to go to the
Committee on Rules. The Committee
on Rules will not have the opportunity
to give us a separate vote on that.
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For the last 3 weeks we have been
passing little piddling thousand-dollar
decreases to get bills down to the au-
thorization or 1985 level on those bills,
and we should not have one bill with a
goal for a $10 billion increase that
would, way more than offset all that
we have done in the last 3 weeks on
appropriations bills.

For that reason, I have to object,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I will further
reserve the right to object if somebody
wants to say something.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman would like
me to respond, I will be glad to re-
spond.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
ask unanimous consent to strike part
of the remarks that he just made?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I do.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman re-
serves the right to object?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. If the
gentleman will yield, let me respond to
the distinguished gentleman, who is a
senior member of the Committee on
Appropriations, on which I also serve,
and simply say at this time all this
does is allow us to bring before the
body a budget resolution conference
report if we should achieve one. We do
not know what the final figures will
be, and certainly there are many Mem-
bers who will have concerns about
those final figures in a variety of
areas.

There will be those who will dispute
the target or the ceiling in funetion
050, or defense. There may be those
who will dispute and have strong feel-
ings about the low-income programs
that some of us are hoping will be
fully funded. There will be those who
will not agree with certain assump-
tions with regard to eliminations, et
cetera.

However, let me remind the body
that we will have ample opportunity
to express our wills individually on all
of these issues because there will be a
defense conference report of the au-
thorizing committee that will come
before this body some time. There will
also be a defense appropriation bill
that will come before this body, as the
gentleman knows, which will come out
of the committee on which he serves.
There will be authorizations and ap-
propriations committee bills where
this House will have an opportunity.

All the budget resolution does is set
a target and a ceiling. I would point
out to the body, and particularly to
those members of the Committee on
Appropriations, that so far, the bills
that have come forth from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations—I think
there have been about four of those
bills that have passed this House—are
$8 billion below the target set.
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Thus, when you vote for the budget
resolution, if there is a vote today,
which I hope there will be, so that we
can go home and tell the American
people that we do have a budget, all
this does is allow us to do that. We will
be saying that these are the ceilings,
these are the optimum targets.

However, as everyone knows, you
will get an opportunity to vote on au-
thorization bills, on conference re-
ports, and on appropriations bills
where this body will be able to work
its legislative will if there are those
who do not want to reach the ceiling.

So I would hope that we would not
delay the possibility of passing a
budget, sending a strong message to
the financial markets of this Nation
and to the American people that we
are quite serious about fiscal responsi-
bility simply because we see a ceiling
and we are concerned about it. We will
have an opportunity to work our will
on the defense authorizing conference
report as well as the appropriations
bill, as well as others.
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
here is the problem: If you get this
unanimous consent, then when you
come back with the resolution, we will
have waived the 3-day rule; we will
have also waived the 5 hours of
debate. We then will not have an op-
portunity for a separate vote on
whether or not we want to freeze the
military. The only possibility of get-
ting that, as I understand it, is if we do
not waive those rules, and go to the
Rules Committee, and the Rules Com-
mittee can grant a rule for a separate
vote on an amendment freezing the
military function at the 1985 level.

I think, after we have struggled on
eight appropriation bills for 3 weeks to
reduce $8 billion below the 1985 level,
we ought not pass a budget resolution
under this procedure and increase the
military function by $10 billion over
1985 and more than offset what we
have done in the last 3 weeks.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
my colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes; I yield to
the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
guess what concerns me, I say to my
colleagues, No. 1, as I understand it,
whatever allocation would come in
from the Budget Committee, it is a
maximum allocation that could then
be cut in the appropriation bill or in a
separate vote on the authorization
bill.

No. 2, if my colleague will yield fur-
ther, what we are doing here is basi-
cally delaying the process because it
appears to me that if an objection is
raised right here, we will in fact go to
the Rules Committee. The House will
basically take up this same budget
after a rule has been passed, and we
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will be here Friday or Saturday to do
that kind of thing, and in fact we will
end up with the same budget that the
gentleman is proposing now.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, all
I want is a separate vote on whether
or not we are going to freeze military
before September 30. We are going to
get that military appropriations bill as
the last bill this year, after we have
done all this cutting. Then we are
going to go over to the continuing res-
olution conference and the Senate
conferees are going to say, “Hey, we
have already agreed on this; the goal
was for a $10 billion increase,” and
that will be the end of it and all of our
work on other bills will be down the
drain.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wonder
if I could address the chairman of the
Budget Committee, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Grayl, and
make this inquiry:

Whatever the figure that the confer-
ence committee might reach on the
050 function, the defense function,
would be, would it not, a maximum
figure that would then be subject to
further action in the appropriations
process, and even in the unresolved
authorization process, to determine
what the actual level of authority for
defense would be; is that correct?

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield
further, the gentleman from Washing-
ton is absolutely correct. It is a maxi-
mum. It does not mean that the House
is limited in its actions.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. As a practical
matter, it does not work that way.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I think it is
important to emphasize this point:
that we are in no sense, in accepting a
figure for the defense function, saying
that is the minimum figure or that
that figure is not subject to further
consideration downward possibly by
the appropriation process.

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
before I yield further, let me have the
attention of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Would the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania—and I would not object if he
would do this—agree to amend his re-
quest to provide that the House shall
have a separate vote on whether or
not to increase defense over 1985?

Mr. RUSSO. Mr Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point before
he gets an answer from the chairman?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I would like to
have an answer to that question.

Mr. RUSSO. I think I can clarify
that for the gentleman from Iowa if I
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can bring up what happened at the
meeting.

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. I would like to
have the chairman of the committee
respond to that.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentieman will yield
further, the answer to the gentleman'’s
question is that that would violate the
rules of the House, as I understand it,
with regard to the unanimous-consent
request with regard to the Budget Act.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But by unani-
mous consent, we can waive the rules
of the House. You can do that by
unanimous consent. I am just asking
the gentleman, will he amend his
unanimous-consent request to do that?

Mr. RUSSO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I would like for
the chairman of the committee to
answer.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, while the
gentleman is consulting, will the gen-
tleman yield to me?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes; I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, would it
meet the gentleman’s purpose if he
were assured that in the consideration
of the authorization bill on the De-
partment of Defense authorization, a
separate vote could be obtained by
Members on the figure of that author-
ization level?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, as
a practical matter, I went through this
last year, and I know what happens.
Regardless of what is in the authoriza-
tion, if we have your goal and we have
established it by a vote in the House
and the Senate and the goal is $10 bil-
lion over 1985, when we get in that
continuing resolution conference, they
are going to say, “Hey, you have al-
ready decided that. You have decided
that, so you take it out of other
things.” Then you will have reconcilia-
tion, and I know what they will be on.
They will be on fisheries, they will be
on law enforcement, they will be on
the things that the administration did
not request.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. Yes; I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is, with respect, not a situation where
the budget figure controls the authori-
zation figure except as a maximum
where the budget figure controls the
appropriation figure, except as a maxi-
mum, and I think I can assure the gen-
tleman that there will be an opportu-
nity, regardless of what figure is set in
the budget, for a lower figure, includ-
ing a level of the previous position of
the House to be considered in the au-
thorization and the appropriation
process.
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
we need to do it in this process right
here. What is wrong with unanimous
consent to give us a separate vote on
that? If the majority does not want it,
all right, the majority said so.

What is wrong with the majority
having an opportunity to vote on that?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes; I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding under his
reservation.

Let me just say to my good friend—
and he is my good friend; as a matter
of fact, we came to this Congress to-
gether, and we know something about
what goes on around here—let me say
that if we start amending the budget
process to permit individual votes on
everything that comes along, then we
are going to have to go down the list
and have individual votes on all the
things that we have agreed on. We
have never done this, and the gentle-
man knows that.

As has been explained by the gentle-
man from Washington, we will have
an ample opportunity, as the gentle-
man well knows, when the appropriate
spending bills come along to offer
amendments. You can make your voice
known then.

Certainly this is a very tenuous situ-
ation that we face, and let me stress
this. This has not been easy. We have
had a Senate that has been very, very
difficult to deal with, and if we start
doing these things, this is going to fall
apart. I want to assure the gentleman
that may happen, and he does not
want that. I know he does not want
that. The American people and the fi-
nancial markets are waiting on action
by this House on this particular piece
of legislation. I am certain the gentle-
man would not want the finger point-
ed at him as the individual who
stopped the budget resolution in its
tracks. If we do what you want, I can
assure the gentleman there is not
going to be any conference report on
the budget; it is not going to pass, and
it will come all apart.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
and everybody who has been working
on this have had the country’s inter-
ests at heart in all of this. I could start
and name function after function that
1 disagree with, and I would like to
have a separate vote, but I do not
want to prolong the procedure. We
could go on for days arguing about all
these things, and we do not want that.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
am not talking about separate votes on
everything. I am talking about a vote
on just one thing, and that one thing
is the biggest function in the budget
and it determines whether we are
going to have a freeze or whether we
are not going to have a freeze.
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Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield for just one further
thing—defense is taking the biggest
cut, $27 billion out of the $55 billion in
savings that comes out of 050. Does
the gentleman know that? That is
what is coming out of that particular
function in the budget resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will call
for regular order.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.

THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT: THE TIME IS NOW

(Mr. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revisé and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, the
time has come to make a serious effort
to end the many years of deficit fi-
nancing by this body. For 25 of the
last 26 years, Congress has had to
borrow money to finance the programs
it has authorized. Our national debt
now totals over $1.8 trillion. The inter-
est on this debt is staggering: Last
year it totaled $111 billion, a full 13
percent of the Federal budget.

This is fiscal irresponsibility, and it
is time for it to end.

I am cosponsoring House Joint Reso-
lution 27, the balanced budget amend-
ment, as the best first step toward re-
sponsibility.

For the answer to soaring deficits is
certainly not more taxes; the answer is
fiscal responsibility. This body must
discipline itself to establish priorities
for financing Federal programs. Those
with highest priority will get financed;
those with lower priority must be cut
back or eliminated. The answer is pos-
sible if only Congress would learn how
to say “no.”

Years of experience have shown that
Congress cannot or will not do this; it
cannot discipline itself to establish pri-
orities. It seems that the only thing
this body can say is “yes.”

This balanced budget amendment
would force Congress to establish na-
tional priorities for Federal spending.
And it is only through establishing
these priorities that we can begin to
make some real progress toward reduc-
ing deficits. I think this can be done
and I think it must be done.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment.
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SAVE AMERICAN JOBS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, a
recent news article reports that AT&T
plans to move production of residen-
tial telephones to Singapore. These
phones are currently produced in
Shreveport, LA—and although this is
not in my district this move is illustra-
tive of what is happening to American
jobs. About 875 jobs will be lost at the
Shreveport plant, and over the next 5
years, AT&T will invest $30 million in
the Singapore operation, which will
employ 1,000 workers who will be paid
25 percent of what American workers
would be paid.

Unfortunately, this is not just an
isolated incident. Increasing numbers
of U.S. multinational corporations are
turning their backs on American work-
ers, setting up operations overseas and
across the Mexican border. What this
means is jobs for foreign laborers and
more unemployed Americans. This has
got to stop. This is crazy!

I have introduced a bill, the Foreign
Subsidiary Tax Equity Act, that would
discourage American corporations
from moving overseas by plugging the
current loophole in the Tax Code by
requiring these runaway plants to pay
tax on the income generated in tax
haven countries.

The time has come for Congress to
take action to stop American corpora-
tions from pulling up stakes and
taking away American jobs. American
workers need our help! I urge all of
you to cosponsor H.R. 1914, the For-
eign Subsidiary Tax Equity Act.

CONGRESSWOMAN HOLT
RETIRING FROM HOUSE

(Mrs. HOLT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, after some
months of prayer and deliberation, I
am announcing that I will not seek re-
election to an eighth term in the
House of Representatives.

The reason I have decided to retire
from the House is that I simply want
more time with my wonderful hus-
band, Duncan, and our seven grand-
children.

Mr. Speaker, serving in this House
has been a high honor of which I
dreamed when I was a schoolgirl many
years ago. I thank God that I have
had this great privilege. I tried to rep-
resent my constituents to the best of
my ability and I cherish the many
wonderful friends I have come to
know in this body.

I truly love this House and all that it
means to this great, free country.

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

(Mr. WHITTEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, as
most of you know, I was cochairman
of the committee that promoted the
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
and then served upon the Budget
Committee. The Budget Act today is
far different than was intended.

Let me just say to you that our ap-
propriation bills are under the House-
passed budget resolution. I hope the
Senate will agree with us.

Again we are living within the House
passed resolution, but to go and add
$10 billion to the debt as insisted upon
by the Senate is to step backward. It
means little if there is no payment on
the debt or deficit. In fact, none of the
proposed budget resolutions require
any reduction in either the debt or the
deficit. If what we save goes to in-
crease the carryover or the expendi-
tures for military spending, it only
means a transfer from domestic pro-

When we set up the Budget Commit-
tee, we did so because 42 percent of
Federal spending was going around
the annual review of our Committee
on Appropriations. Now, after 10 years
of operating with the Budget Act, 46
percent of our expenditures are
beyond the annual appropriations
review.

Not only that, but only 15.1 percent
of spending is subject to action of Con-
gress for discretionary spending. The
other is tied down and in effect man-
datory or for military spending.

The projected spending, however,
for the Department of Defense as sub-
mitted in the budget for the next 5
years would increase to a figure which
would leave nothing to run the domes-
tic economy. I tell you now, defense
must have public support. It must
have behind it a strong economy, or
we will have no defense. Military
spending is just as dependent on our
economy and our domestic programs
as can be.

We just got through with a supple-
mental appropriation bill, which will
come up again today. We argued and
fussed with each other about every
dime when it was to be used in this
country. When we were asked to and
did provide $2,250 million  for in-
creased foreign aid for the last 2
months of the fiscal year, August and
September, we heard no criticism, no
discussion, no editorialism—nothing.
They took it for granted that it was
necessary to increase foreign aid.

We argue and fuss with each other
about doing anything to protect our
own country. I tell you again, you
have given us a total figure and we are
living within it. We in the House do
have a budget resolution. All we need
to do is insist that our Senators will
agree with us. We cannot afford to go
into debt further when we have such a
large deficit—and we must reduce the
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deficit and the debt. Nothing in the
budget resolution that we deal with re-
quires that.

Again, not a dime that you heard
discussed in savings goes to reduce the
deficit or the debt. We hope it will,
but, if you are going to save it on one
side and increase spending on the
other side, we will go backward. We
don’t have to have the Senate to
agree. We can draw the line and in
conference insist that it be kept.

I ask you, give our Appropriations
Committee a total figure as you have
done and let us work it out as we are
doing. Do not listen to a couple of
economists to upset our hard work.

QOur committee held hearings with
thousands of witnesses with many
years of experience. We are holding
the line. Don’t give our savings away—
$10 billion.

LET US NOT FORGET THE
SEVEN AMERICANS HELD HOS-
TAGE IN LEBANON

(Mr. O’'BRIEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. O’'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, on Jan-
uary 8, 1985, negotiations between
Israel and Lebanon for the withdrawl
of Israeli forces from southern Leba-
non were suspended.

The United States and the Soviet
Union agreed to open wide-ranging
arms control talks in Geneva.

In New York, the jury in the trial of
Gen. William Westmoreland's charges
of libel against CBS began hearing the
defendant’s case.

First Lady Nancy Reagan was Time
magazine’s cover story for the week.

The Cubs lost relief pitcher Tim
“White Shoes” Stoddard when he
signed with the San Diego Padres.

And at 7:30 a.m., that morning of
January 8, 1985, Father Lawrence
Jenco my friend, was kidnaped at gun-
point in Beirut on his way to work as
director of Catholic Relief Services for
Lebanon.

Today marks the 205th day Father
Jenco has been held hostage in Leba-
non.

Today is the 503d day William Buck-
ley has been held hostage in Lebanon.

Today is the 450th day of captivity
for the Rev. Benjamin Weir.

Terry Anderson, the Associated
Press bureau chief in Beirut, has been
held hostage for 138 days today.

Today is the 52d day Thomas Suth-
erland has been held hostage.

Today is the 65th day of captivity
for David Jacobsen.

Today also marks the 240th day
since the disappearance of Peter Kil-
burn in Beirut.

Mr. Speaker, America has had a hos-
tage crisis in Lebanon 500 days old. As
each of us returns nightly to our
homes, to eat supper with our families,
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to sit with them in a family room, to
watch a ballgame, a movie, a favorite
program, to enjoy a cup of hot coffee
and a piece of homemade cake, let us
not forget the seven Americans still
held hostage in Lebanon. Pray for
them.

THE SLAUGHTER IN SOUTH
AFRICA

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, for the
second time in this century, millions of
human beings are about to be slaugh-
tered by a racist, diabolical govern-
ment. In the 1930’s and the 1940’s, it
was the government of Adolf Hitler in
Nazi Germany who perpetrated the
slaughter against the Jews. In the
1980’s, it is the racist Government of
South Africa about to slaughter their
fellow countrymen.

The storm troopers, commanded
from Johannesburg, have descended
on the black townships with blitzkrieg
speed and efficiency and isolated those
townships and are now about to make
those townships concentration camps.

We are going to witness a slaughter
unlike any we have seen before and
this time we cannot say that we did
not know it was going on. We can
expect the South African Government
to dig in if it has no more pressure
from the U.S. Government.

I urge all of my colleagues to under-
stand what is going on and to join the
Congressional Black Caucus members
in requesting that the President revise
his constructive engagement policy im-
mediately and call on the South Afri-
can Government to free Nelson Man-
dela and allow Nelson Mandela, who is
the only recognized leader of all of the
South African blacks, to participate in
meaningful negotiations.

They should also call upon the
South African Government to set a
timetable for the granting of full and
equal rights to the black population of
South Africa.

WHAT IS A TERRORIST?

(Mr. COURTER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, for
some, the word “terrorist” is an epi-
thet, a label governments apply to an
enemy'’s guerrilla fighters but never to
their own.

But this makes no sense. A terrorist
is a man who deliberately seeks out
the innocent, who deliberately maims
or murders the uninvolved, for the
purpose of enhancing the political
shock effects of his crime.
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It is therefore not true that ‘“‘one
man's terrorist is another man's free-
dom fighter.” No murderer of inno-
cents is fighting for freedom. It is
equally false to pretend that every
government prosecutes foreign terror-
ists while sheltering its own violent
zealots.

We have been waiting since Decem-
ber for Iran to bring to the bar of jus-
tice the Shiites who murdered two
American passengers on a Kuwaiti air-
liner at Tehran airport. We are still
waiting for Nabih Berri, who carries
the. title of Lebanese Minister of Jus-
tice, to see justice done for the murder
of Robert Stethem. On the other
hand, in Israel, 15 Jewish terrorists
have just been convicted under Israeli
law for crimes against Arab lives and
property. The judges condemned their
countrymen to prison, some for life
sentences.

Mr. Speaker, some governors rule ac-
cording to their inclinations, while
others rule according to law.

O 1100

COMMEMORATION OF BRIDGE-
WATER, VA, SESQUICENTEN-
NIAL

(Mr. OLIN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OLIN. Mr. Speaker, today, the
small town of Bridgewater, VA, will
begin a 10-day celebration of its ses-
quicentennial—the 150th anniversary
of its charter being granted by the Vir-

ginia General Assembly.

Bridgewater is a fine example of a
small Shenandoah Valley town. Set-
tled in the mid-1700's, first by the

Scotch-Irish, then by the English,
Dutch, Welsh, and Germans, the early
community served as a prosperous
port on the North River, one of the
three forks of the Shenandoah River.

It has survived the Civil War, with
opposing troops on each side of the
river; it has survived disastrous floods;
and it has prospered, by the efforts of
hardworking, churchgoing people who
share a spirit of community and com-
mitment. The influence of Bridge-
water College, a small, private school
founded in 1880, extends well beyond
the town, preparing teachers, doctors,
lawyers, ministers, business and com-
munity leaders for service throughout
Virginia and the Nation.

Bridgewater is one of the treasures
of the Shenandoah Valley. I am
pleased to offer my congratulations as
the celebration begins on its 150th
birthday. I hope all of you will be able
to visit us sometime.

SUPREME COURT ATTEMPTS TO
SEVER GOVERNMENT AND RE-
LIGION
(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and

was given permission to address the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to address the Su-
preme Court’s so-called neutrality
principle of religion, especially as it re-
lates to the school prayer issue.

On June 4, 1985, in the case of Wal-
lace versus Jaffree, the Supreme
Court declared unconstitutional an
Alabama statute authorizing a 1-
minute period of silence in all public
schools for meditation or voluntary
prayer. While the Court allowed for
the period of silence, it stated that the
use of the phrase, “for meditation or
voluntary prayer,” respected the es-
tablishment of religion and thus vio-
lated the first amendment.

Justice Stevens, who deliberated the
opinion of the Court, states that the
Alabama statute ‘“is not consistent
with the established principle that the
Government must pursue a course of
complete neutrality toward religion.”

Does the Court mean to imply that
this self-declared neutrality requires
the Government to be wholly secular
and devoid of any acknowledgement of
a Supreme Being and Creator?

That would, indeed, be odd, for the
Supreme Court itself begins its ses-
sions with the invocation, “God save
the United States and this Honorable
Court.” And we ourselves begin each
session with a specific prayer to a very
specific God.

Therefore, 1 would like to suggest
that the Supreme Court’s so-called
neutrality is nothing more than an at-
tempt to remove any connection what-
soever between Government and reli-
gion.

In order to get religion back in the
public schools, we need to sign Dis-
charge Petition No. 1 at the desk
today.

THE RACKETEER WEAPONS AND
VIOLENT CRIME CONTROL ACT
OF 1985

(Mr. RODINO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, with my
distinguished colleague from New
Jersey, Mr. HucHEs and joined by
Congressemen GReEeN and WHITE-
HURST, I am today introducing a bill to
help law enforcement officers combat
crime by keeping guns out of the
hands of criminals. This bill provides
for a reasonable waiting period before
a handgun can be purchased to ensure
that potential criminals cannot obtain
a handgun. At the same time, it also
attempts to address some concerns of
sportsmen and gun dealers.

Over 100 police chiefs have called
for a waiting period. So do the major
police organizations, who have urged
me to submit this bill. They have good
reason: Two-thirds of all police offi-
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cers who died in line of duty last year
were killed by handguns.

Public opinion polls show an over-
whelming majority of the people sup-
port a waiting period. Newspapers en-
dorse it. The Attorney General's 1981
Task Force on Violent Crime recom-
mended it. And many sportsmen—
tired of seeing reasonable law enforce-
ment measures destroyed in their
name—think it’s a good idea.

As a nation, it is time to take the
guns out of the hands of criminals.

COMPARABLE WORTH

(Mr. MONSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MONSON. Mr. Speaker, one of
the controversial issues reemerging
here is that of comparable worth—or
equal pay for different work. The cre-
ative minds behind this proposal claim
comparable worth is the same as equal
pay. This is simply not true. Equal pay
is the legal requirement that an em-
ployer must pay equal wages to men
and women who do the same work.
Comparable worth requires equal
wages for jobs that are dissimilar but
are thought to have the same worth.

As I have explained this difference
to residents of my district in Utah,
many have been surprised that Con-
gress would spend time debating such
a preposterous idea. Still, many are
fooled by the rhetoric that this con-
cept means fairness and equality.

The theory of comparable worth has
many major flaws. First, it fails to ad-
dress the reasons for the wage gap and
presumes discrimination on the mere
existence of a wage difference. Second,
it ignores the civil rights and equal
pay laws already on the books. Third,
it assumes that each job has a measur-
able economic worth that can be scien-
tifically and pragmatically determined
and compared to different jobs.

I urge my colleagues in this body to
look beyond the superficial and mis-
leading language on this concept and
examine the many flaws associated
with it. Comparable worth is a concept
that will not stand up under close
scrutiny.

IT IS TIME TO BRING HOME
THE REST OF THE HOSTAGES

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, for more
than a year now Rev. Ben Weir has
languished as a hostage in Lebanon.
The Reverend Weir is one of seven
such hostages whose fate concerns me
deeply.

Reverend Weir's father-in-law lives
in my district; and during the last year
I have come to know and admire Rev-
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erend Weir's family as they struggle to PLEASE MEET WITH US, MR. PRESIDENT REAGAN SHOULD

obtain his release.

We must not forget these hostages.
We cannot allow this case to slip from
our consciousness. We must insist that
our Government do absolutely every-
thing possible to bring these seven
people back.

Frankly, I say this because along
with many of the hostage families, I
am not convinced that bringing these
seven back is a top priority of this ad-
ministration or of our State Depart-
ment.

The hostage families tell me they
feel that the administration is doing
little, if anything, to bring these
people home. At the time of the TWA
hijacking, our President said he was
committed to bringing all of the hos-
tages home. Yet once the TWA hos-
tages came home, we have seen the
White House’s focus on this problem
dissolve and fade into vague state-
ments.

Reverend Weir has been held for 450
days. It is time to bring him and the
others home.

LEYT US SOLVE THE IMPUTED
INTEREST IMPASSE

(Mr. HARTNETT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. HARTNETT. Mr. Speaker, as we
prepare to leave Washington for our 5-
week summer recess, I must remind
my colleagues that because Congress
has failed to act in a timely manner,
thousands of seller-financed transac-
tions of real estate are on hold and our
economy will suffer substantially from
this impasse.

You will all remember that on two
occasions in the past year, this body
has voted nearly unanimously to ad-
dress the imputed interest problem
created by the 1984 Tax Act. However,
we have succeeded in passing only
stopgap relief which expired more
than a month ago. Still remaining is
adoption of a conference report—and
it is that action which this body
should take before concluding our leg-
islative agenda this week.

It is my understanding that the dif-
ferences in the imputed interest bills
passed by the House and Senate are
few. Only nongermane, minor areas of
disagreement remain.

Please join me in urging the leader-
ship in the Ways and Means Commit-
tee to work in a bipartisan spirit to
remove the serious uncertainty which
exists in this marketplace because of
the lack of a final imputed interest so-
lution. .

PRESIDENT, ON THE STATE OF
EMERGENCY IN SOUTH
AFRICA

(Mr. LELAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, South
Africa has now become a Fascist
nation without question. On just yes-
terday the South African Government
imposed the worst kind of cruelty on
black people; the South African Gov-
ernment on yesterday, Mr. Speaker,
denied black people the right to par-
ticipate in public funerals.

Mr. Speaker, we have asked for a
meeting, those of us in the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, with the Presi-
dent of the United States to discuss
with him the state of emergency in
South Africa.

The President has yet to respond
positively to that request.

We urge the President to sit down
with those of us who care about the
humanity of the people of South
Africa, to meet with us. Over 900
people are incarcerated, Mr. Speaker,
just as a matter of going to demonstra-
tions against the imposition of the
state of emergency, the curtailment of
any kind or any inkling of human
rights in South Africa.

Little schoolchildren are being ar-
rested because they sing freedom
songs in South Africa. Many hundreds
of people now are suffering from all
kinds of physical impairment and
death, Mr. Speaker.

Something has to be done. Can we
please get the President to respond
positively to this issue?

TWO-TRILLION-DOLLAR DEBT
PLUS INEFFICIENT BUDGET
EQUALS A SCANDAL

(Mr. CRAIG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, the dog
days of summer are here. With Con-
gress out of town in August the press
is known for reporting scandals—real
or imagined.

I know of one scandal that deserves
the examination of the American
press. The scandal is perpetrated here
in this great building. It is a growing
debt—$2 trillion and a budget process
that, even when it works, is factually
dishonest.

There is one way that Congress can
come clean—can make this system
honest again. That way is adopting a
balanced budget tax limitation amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution. It's
time has come.

MEET WITH BLACK CAUCUS
ON DETERIORATING SITUA-
TION IN SOUTH AFRICA

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, 1 join
with the Chairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus and its entire
membership to join in a request that
that body be permitted to meet with
the President of the United States at
his earliest convenience with reference
to the deteriorating situation in South
Africa.

I hope that many Members in the
Congress on both sides of the aisle will
join in urging that this meeting be-
tween the President and this part of
the House of Representatives, the
Congressional Black Caucus, be agreed
to and be arranged at his earliest con-
venience.

As is well known, the situation in
South Africa is deteriorating, deterio-
rating at a rate faster than the news
can report it. The U.S. Government
and especially through the House of
Representatives and the Senate have
now taken measures to restrain the
apartheid government and our rela-
tionship to it in a conference that was
reported only last night. We are
moving, but I think a meeting between
the American black Representatives in
Congress and the President of the
United States is imperative.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that all of us
join with the Congressional Black
Caucus in facilitating this request and
seeing that such a meeting is held
forthwith.

THE IRS IS LICKING ITS CHOPS
ON THIS ONE

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
don't believe we should be leaving this
Chamber for the August break with-
out resolving an important issue.

As you know, the House and Senate
have passed legislation enabling home-
owners and small businessmen to use
seller financing in the sale of their
property.

However, there has been no confer-
ence on this matter and therefore, as
of July 1, 1985, the IRS started licking
its chops.

They see these transactions going on
as we speak and without any law to
protect the seller; the IRS may begin
to penalize these sellers.

It is our job to provide certainty in
the marketplace and nothing is hap-
pening.

I call on the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee to move quickly
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to a conference so that we can go
home and tell our constitutents that
the IRS has been held at bay.

POLISH-AMERICAN HERITAGE
MONTH

(Mr. ELECZKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ELECZKA. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the first day of Polish-Ameri-
can Heritage Month. It is a time to
honor the important role that Poles
and Polish-Americans have played in
developing our Nation’s culture and
history.

This is an opportunity to send a mes-
sage to Poles struggling for freedom
and democracy in their country. We
can send that message by honoring
Poland’s native sons and daughters
who have brought with them ideas
and talents nurtured over centuries of
Polish history. We stand in solidarity
with those brave individuals seeking to
stem the tide of social injustice in
Poland.

Poles and Polish-Americans have
played important roles in shaping
America’s political and military histo-
ry. Glancing back through the pages
of history, we note names such as Ca-
simir Pulaski and Thaddeus Koscius-
ko, heroes from the Revolutionary
War, or more recently, Zbigniew Bre-
zezinski and Edmund Muskie, to name
only a few.

Polish-Americans have also contrib-
uted to America’s cultural, education-
al, scientific, athletic, and entertain-
ment heritage. Without a doubt, our
Nation has been greatly enriched by
the contribution of Polish-Americans.

Mr. Speaker, as a representative of a
district with a large Polish-American
constituency, and as a Polish-Ameri-
can myself, I am proud to rise in rec-
ognition of the first day of Polish-
American Heritage Month. During
this month, let us be especially cogni-
zant of the important contribution
that Poles and Polish-Americans have
made to the patchwork of our Nation’s
heritage.

O 1120
BIRTHDAY OF FRANCIS SCOTT
KEY

(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 206th anniversary of the
birthday of Francis Scott Key, a man
who made many valuable contribu-
tions to his native State of Maryland
but gave his greatest gift to the coun-
try, our national anthem.

Born in Frederick, MD, August 1,
1779, Key was the son of a lawyer and
a descendant of the original settlers in
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Maryland. He was raised on the beliefs
that founded this Nation: freedom of
speech, freedom of religion, and the
right to bear arms.

At Fort McHenry, in Baltimore, the
British met their first major upset in
the War of 1812. It was this battle
which inspired Francis Scott Key to
write the famous words: “Oh, say, does
that star-spangled banner still wave,
o’er the land of the free and the home
of the brave?”

Yes, my distinguished colleagues,
thanks to American patriots such as
Francis Scott Key throughout history,
the flag does still wave. Two hundred
and six years later, Key's words are as
powerful and true as the day he wrote
them. We, in Maryland, are proud on
this day as should be the rest of this
great country.

MISSING CHILDREN: SHAWN
MICHEAL GERDON

(Mr. NELSON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, every mother and father can un-
derstand how it feels to see their chil-
dren after being apart even for a short
time. But tragically, many parents in
our Nation live each day in uncertain-
ty about the welfare and whereabouts
of their sons and daughters. I am de-
livering these comments today because
I want to help bring attention to the
problem of missing children.

I have been informed by the Nation-
al Center for Missing and Exploited
Children that one of my young con-
stituents in Florida has disappeared
and is now listed as missing by the
Center. According to the information
provided to me by the National Center
for Missing and Exploited Children,
Shawn Micheal Gerdon was abducted
by his father on November 16, 1979.
He has not been seen or heard from
since. In this photograph, the latest
one we have of Shawn, he is shown at
age 3.

Shawn was born on March 10, 1977,
now 8 years old, has blonde hair and
brown eyes. He is from Melbourne, FL.
The National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children has asked that
anyone having information about
Shawn, please call 1-800-843-5678.

I would like to add that special ef-
forts are now underway in my home
State of Florida to help find missing
children. The Adam Walsh Child Re-
source Center, located at 227 South
Orlando Avenue, Winter Park, FL,
(305) 629-1811, and the Missing Chil-
dren Help Center, at 410 Ware Boule-
vard, Suite 400, Tampa, FL, (813) 623-
KIDS, are excellent organizations de-
signed to bring our sons and daughters
home.

August 1, 1985

Each year 1.8 million children disap-
pear. I urge all Americans to join us in
helping to locate these youngsters.

SELLER-FINANCED PROPERTY
TRANSACTIONS IN TAX LIMBO

(Mr. DREIER of California, asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, at this moment, it remains to
be seen whether or not we will pass a
budget resolution before adjournment.
Yet it appears that we will break for
the August recess without taking care
of some other vital business.

In May, we passed legislation pro-
tecting the rights of private property
owners to use seller financing in the
sale of property.

The Senate passed this measure in
June. No conference has taken place
and on July 1, 1985, seller-financed
transactions went into tax limbo.

I ask the Ways and Means Commit-
tee to solve this dilemma before we go
home.

THE TIME HAS COME FOR US.
SANCTIONS AGAINST APART-
HEID

(Mr. FAUNTROY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, it
has been 2 weeks now since the racist
apartheid regime in South Africa de-
clared a state of emergency, and with
every passing day, the iron fist of Fas-
cist repression has tightened. Twenty-
five more people have been killed;
1,300 have been arrested without
charge and without recourse. Only on
yesterday, the regime added to the
ban on blacks owning property and
blacks voting and blacks’ freedom of
movement, a ban on the right of
blacks to bury those who are being
killed by the apartheid regime.

It is a sad time in world history.
Quite frankly, however, we have seen
some signs of hope as the world’s con-
science and its leaders have begun to
respond. Last week, our ally in the
free world, France, decided to do what
we have been pondering for nearly 1
year now; banning new investments
and the sale of Krugerrands in France.

The United Nations has now met
and voted to recommend that member
countries act voluntarily to impose
sanctions. The tragedy is that we, in
the United States, have, in response to
the emergency, forfeited our rightful
position at the forefront of this moral
crusade.

The administration not only refused
to agree to mandatory sanctions, but
has maintained that it will not alter
its position on constructive engage-
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ment. We must meet with the Presi-
dent on this critical question and I
hope that Members of conscience in
the House will join the Congressional
plack Caucus in requesting that meet-
ng.

THE WOMEN OF AMERICA DO
NOT WANT COMPARABLE
WORTH

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, a recent
nationwide poll conducted by Deci-
sion/Making/Information shows some
very interesting results. The poll, con-
ducted between November 26 and De-
cember 4, 1984, sampled 2,704 adult
Americans and focused on a broad
range of issues but concentrated pri-
marily on specific issues of concern to
women.

Here are some of the key findings:
80 percent of all female respondents
favor providing more information
about existing laws as a means of
eliminating sex discrimination rather
than passing more laws. Only 18 per-
cent of the respondents would choose
the passage of more laws.

Only 56 percent of the female re-
spondents have heard of comparable
worth. Of those who have, over 26 per-
cent are only slightly familiar with the
issue.

In general the poll showed that
among the issues that particularly
affect women, the most important
topic was equal pay for equal work.
Discrimination, of course, was also im-
portant. Interesting, though, was the
way women felt about how remedies
for discrimination should be carried
out. Respondents tended to feel that
private industry, or women them-
selves, should remedy discrimination
in the workplace.

In short, not even the women of
America want comparable worth.
What they want, and what they right-
ly should receive, is better enforce-
ment of equal pay laws for that al-
ready exists on the books.

AMERICA'S MASSIVE INTERNA-
TIONAL TRADE DEFICIT—AN
ISSUE BURNING THROUGHOUT
THE NATION

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Ms. KEAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, over the
last several months, many of my col-
leagues and I have taken to this floor
in an effort to highlight the issue of
America’s massive international trade
deficit. Our goal has been to elevate
an issue which was dormant here in
Washington, but has been burning for
a long time throughout this Nation.
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From the industrial heartland in the
Midwest, to the high tech centers on
both coasts; from the breadbasket of
the Great Plains, to the textile com-
munities of the South; from the
timber centers of the Pacific North-
west to the oilfields of the South-
west—patience is running out. The
House of Representatives has pushed
and pushed this administration. We
have done everything within our
power to get the Reagan administra-
tion to grab hold of this issue and
move it to the front burner—to take
charge and lead our Nation on trade.
America’s standard of living is at
stake. Nothing less.

Now, as we prepare to return to our
districts, the ball is in the administra-
tion's court. We hope that we have
been able to wake them up down there
at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue. We hope that during this
next month, the administration will
formulate a plan of attack on the
trade deficit as the new Trade Repre-
sentative makes his first official trip
to Japan. Then, when Congress comes
back, we can work together to solve
this problem and give American work-
ers and businesses a fair shake.

(Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

[Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

REVOLVING DOOR

(Mr. BENNETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, Since
the House-Senate conference on the
Defense authorization bill issued its
report, there has developed some con-
fusion as to the precise meaning of
section 921 in that report, the “revolv-
ing door” provision. Some of the press
have covered the revolving door
matter in a rather awkward and inac-
curate manner, and I would like to ad-
dress some of these questions, briefly.

For example, some press reports said
that the House-Senate language cov-
ered “the” primary person negotiating
a contract, when actually that was
changed in conference to say “a”
person. This was done for the express
purpose of not requiring the coverage
to be limited to principal leadership.

Then some press went on to say that
I was satisfied with the conference.
Well, of course, anybody knows I was
not very satisfied with it. But I had
two things on my mind: One was the
pressure to conclude the conference
and the other one was that there is my
conflict-of-interest bill which has been
approved by the House Armed Serv-
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ices Committee and which will be
coming to the floor dealing with the
question of the revolving door issue.
This bill may help solve this problem
in a much better way.

The third thing which has been said
in the press is that there are very few
people covered by this bill. As a matter
of fact, there are many thousands cov-
ered by the bill. The only way in
which you could arrive at saying that
not very many people are covered is by
saying it does not include the military.
But it does include the military. In
conference, just prior to agreeing on
the language we would use this very
question was discussed, and I said that
the words “in Federal employment”
were broad enough to cover the mili-
tary. I have since been advised by leg-
islative counsel that they are indeed
broad enough. The actual language is
on page H6523 in the CONGRESSIONAL
}%monn on July 29, 1985, and is as fol-
OWS:

PART B—PROCUREMENT PERSONNEL MATTERS

SEC. 921. POST-GOVERNMENT-SERVICE EMPLOY-
MENT BARS ON SENIOR DEFENSE OF-
FICIALS

Whoever being a Presidential appointee in
Federal employment acts as a primary gov-
ernment representative in the negotiation
of a government contract or the settlement
thereof with a defense contractor shall not
within two years after the termination of
said activities with such contractor accept
employment from that contractor and upon
a knowing violation of this provision the
employee shall be punished, upon convic-
tion, with a prison term of up to one year
and a fine of up to $5,000 and said defense
contractor shall forfeit up to $50,000 in lig-
uidated damages to the Federal Govern-
ment which shall be provided for in the con-
tract. The Secretary of Defense shall imple-
ment this provision by appropriate regula-
tions.

I think this language is very clear. It
includes both military and civilian em-
ployees of the Federal Government.
This is what we intended; and we dis-
cussed it in detail in connection with
the other phrase “a Presidential ap-
pointee”, concluding that it would
reach down to captains in the Army
and comparably in the other services.

Webster’s Dictionary tells us that
“employment” means: “the state of
being employed with a job that pays
wages or a salary.” That clearly ap-
plies to both civilian and military em-
ployees of the Federal Government.

When the Office of Management
and Budget lists total Federal employ-
ment in its “Special Analyses, Budget
of the United States Government” it
lists civilian and military employment.
When OMB wants to distinguish be-
tween the two it referes to “Federal ci-
vilian employment”, and, of course,
that makes sense. Unless one distin-
guishes, it is common practice to
assume that Federal employment
refers to both military and civilian.
That's what the conferees intended
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and that is what the English words
mean.

Finally, the managers report makes
clear on page H6647 of the July 29,
1985, CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, that the
House and Senate bills were both con-
cerned with limiting the post-Govern-
ment employment activities of Depart-
ment of Defense employees. The
report notes that the Senate bill
covers “employees (O-4 or GS-11 and
above),” that is, “employees’” clearly
refers to both civilian and military em-
ployees. The report further notes that
“the House receded with an amend-
ment which would add a new provision
to the Senate bill * * *.”

I will take this matter up in more
detail in September, but I would also
like to say that my conflict-of-interest
bill which was approved by the Armed
Services Committee will also be
coming to the floor. If, for whatever
reason, the revolving door situation in
the Department of Defense is not ade-
guately addressed through the amend-
ments to the authorization bill we will
have another opportunity to do so
when my separate revolving door bill
comes before the House.

STUDENTS TO END NATIONAL
DEFICITS WILL S.E.N.D. A MES-
SAGE TO CONGRESS

(Mr. PORTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, today
Congressman AnpYy Jacoss and I an-
nounce the creation of a brand new
nationwide youth organization. It's
called Students to End National Defi-
cits [S.E.N.D.1.

These young people will no longer
sit quietly by while Congress drowns
their future in a flood of red ink. No,
they’re going to start speaking out.
Loudly, eloquently and persistently.

They will no longer tolerate $200 bil-
lion deficits, or the big-spending com-
promises which cause these deficits
year after year. No, they're going to
demand action. Now; and no more ex-
cuses.

These young debt busters, who stand
to pay for all this fiscal profligacy,
just might arouse the conscience of
America. Let me ask any college stu-
dent who wants to know more about
Students to End National Deficits to
write or call my Washington office.

America’s young people are angry
about the burdens Congress is placing
on their future and Congress is going
to hear from them.

UNITED STATES MUST ACT NOW
FOR PEACE IN SOUTH AFRICA

(Mr. CROCKETT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Speaker, Com-
monsense tells us that the only way to
prevent a bloody racial struggle in
South Africa is for the Government to
talk—now and face to face—with credi-
ble black leaders. Yet, the Pretoria
regime, in its obstinacy, travels in the
opposite direction. It refuses to meet
with Bishop Tutu and it continues to
imprison more and more black leaders.

Mr. Speaker, the recent tragic devel-
opments in South Africa bring us back
again to the crucial point noted in the
Mandela Freedom Resolution adopted
by the last Congress and sent to Presi-
dent Reagan. If the United States is to
be a catalyst for peace in the South
Africa situation, then President
Reagan must publicly urge South Afri-
ca's white leaders to unconditionally
release Nelson Mandela from prison
and to participate with him and other
black leaders in meaningful talks
aimed at ending apartheid.

Mr. Mandela is key to any meaning-
ful negotiations. The United States,
like the British Foreign Office and the
U.N. Security Council, can focus on
this important need to free Mandela
and, by doing so, demonstrate both to
black South Africans and to the inter-
national community our commitment
to the abolition of apartheid.

CONGRESS
RECESS UNTIL
BUDGET

(Mr. KASICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day 49 of my colleagues joined me in
sending you a letter urging consider-
ation for keeping the House in session
until a responsible budget has been
passed by Congress. We believe that
the House has the responsibility to ad-
dress the deficit issue now and must
not leave for the recess until this task
is completed.

While I am very encouraged by
recent news that the budget conferees
are making substantial progress, we
must all resist the temptation to make
unreasonable demands on the budget
negotiators. I hope the rejection of
the Budget Committee’s chairman
unanimous-consent request does not
signal the House's unwillingness to
adopt a reasonable deficit reduction
package. As with all conference com-
mittee compromises—and the Mem-
bers here know it—no one will ever be
totally satisfied. However, Chairman
Gray and Mr. LaTTa are attempting to
hammer out a bill that meets the con-
cerns of this House, including defense
spending, and I say let's give them a
chance.

While you may or may not agree
with this opinion, I think we must
agree that the House should not go on
vacation, Members of Congress should
not go on vacation until they complete

SHOULD NOT
IT HAS A
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our most important assignment, and
that is to have a budget. I think we
owe the American people that much.

WESTWAY LANDFILL

(Mr. GUARINI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, biparti-
san support of a bill to bar construc-
tion of the Westway landfill in New
York City continues to grow. Liberals,
conservatives, Republicans, Democrats
from every quarter of our State and
Nation are united against this
megahighway and private real estate
development which would consume be-
tween $4 billion and $10 billion from
our highway trust fund.

The damaging Westway landfill will
eliminate a vital striped bass industry,
and it paves over a significant part of
the Hudson River. Moreover, New Jer-
sey's lowlands would face severe flood-
ing and drainage.

Public officials, private citizens, tax-
payers, and environmental groups
have gone on record opposing the
project. Our colleague TeEp WEIss, in
whose district Westway would be built,
has fought it for more than 10 years.
He favors trading in Westway for an
alternate highway and aid to mass
transit, and so do 74 of the cosponsors
of H.R. 1888.

Westway is a threat to the future of
our Federal Highway Program, our
fiscal crisis, and our environment. I
urge your support for H.R. 1888 and
an amendment to the transportation
appropriations bill which will be of-
fered as a measure to prevent con-
struction of the Westway landfill.

THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I am ad-
dressing the House today to talk about
an issue which is a high priority to my
constituents, the balanced budget
amendment. As a matter of fact, polls
have shown that this amendment is a
national priority.

The people of this Nation want their
elected Representatives to act respon-
sibly. Yet this Congress has failed to
balance the Federal books for the last
15 years. We have now entered an era
of seemingly perpetual $200 billion
deficits. Why? Because there is no fun-
damental rule that says the budget
must be balanced. There are laws that
say we should have a balanced budget.
The rules of the House are supposed
to help us do that. But those rules are
easily ignored and easily abused.
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We've already done that numerous
times this year.

The American people deserve, and
the American people demand, a guar-
antee of fiscal sanity. A guarantee
that their future and their children’s
future will not be spent away for polit-
ical convenience. And this guarantee
must ensure that our Nation will not
be taxed into poverty to finance the
spending programs which have created
our present deficit.

The remedy is, of course, drastic. As
a strict believer in the sanctity of our
Constitution, I do not take this lightly.
But such a serious and fundamental
problem calls for drastic action. I im-
plore my colleagues to heed their con-
stituencies and get behind the bal-
anced budget/tax limitation amend-
ment.
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KIM DAE JUNG UNDER HOUSE
ARREST

(Mr. FEIGHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the
only effective human rights policy is a
vigilant and consistent human rights
policy. Though we may protest viola-
tions at different times, our disappro-
bation means nothing if our eyes are
easily diverted or our censure soft.
The danger, of course, is that with the
passage of time we lose the sharpness
with which we originally view a prob-
lem. Such is the case today in South
Korea.

When Kim Dae Jung made his
return trip to South Korea in Febru-
ary, the attention of the world focused
on a U.S. democratic ally that had no
freedom of the press, arbitrary politi-
cal rights, curtailed freedom of speech,
and a president with virtually un-
checked constitutional powers.

But the attention that Mr. Kim's
return focused on his country pro-
duced results. In the months that fol-
lowed, 13 political opposition leaders
had their political rights restored.
Kim Dae Jung was released from
House arrest and allowed to meet with
other political opposition leaders. For
the first time in years, Mr. Kim’s pic-
ture appeared in the newspapers. And
in a surprisingly strong showing, the
new Korea Democratic Party, the
party of Kim Dae Jung and Kim
Young Sam, surpassed the Govern-
ment-sanctioned opposition in the na-
tional assembly elections.

Many of us in the Congress who had
spoken out against the political repres-
sion in South Korea were equally
vocal in our praise of these signs of
progress. Yesterday, however, we
learned that Kim Dae Jung had once
again been placed under house arrest.
He was told not to leave his home just
hours before the start of his party's
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political convention. Mr. Speaker, this
is the same capricious and peremptory
political censorship we had all hoped
to see an end of in South Korea. It has
no place in a full democracy, and it is
my sincerest hope that my colleagues
in the Congress will join me in deery-
ing this action against Kim Dae Jung.

President Chun must know that our
attention continues to focus on our
friend, South Korea, and that we still
hold his government to the highest
standards of political pluralism and
democratic principles.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE
PRIVILEGED REPORT ON A
BILL. MAKING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1986

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Appropriations may have until mid-
night tonight to file a privileged
report on the bill making appropria-
tions for foreign assistance and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1986, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana reserved all
points of order on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

SUPPORT EXPRESSED FOR THE
CONFERENCE REPORT ON
SOUTH AFRICA

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I will
support the conference report on
South Africa. Furthermore, I urge the
President to sign that conference
report, and.I will actively fight to
override any veto. I share with the elo-
quent members of the Black Caucus
their anguish and concern over the re-
pression in South Africa.

However, we must be concerend
about oppression whether it is against
blacks by whites in South Africa;
against blacks by blacks in Ethiopia;
against Islamic Afghans by Russians
in Afghanistan, or by Russians op-
pressing Poles, Lithuanians, Ukrainans
and over other Russians in the Soviet
Union.

For every black arrested in South
Africa, there are literally a thousand
whites arrested in the Soviet Union.
For every black killed in South Africa,
there are literaly a thousand Muslims
killed by Soviets in Afghanistan.

Today we stand with the Black
Caucus on behalf of human rights in
South Africa. In September, when we
return from the recess, I hope the
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Black Caucus will join us in forming a
truly nonracial human rights effort
that looks at the entire world and
seeks freedom and rights for every
human being in every country.

BEING PROTECTIVE OF AMER-
ICA IS NOT PROTECTIONISM

(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, a couple of days ago the Prime
Minister of Japan delivered his coun-
try's plan to ease its huge trade sur-
plus with the United States. Among
other things, he said that he, “Does
not understand the attitude of the
U.S. Congress.”

Mr. Prime Minister, as Congress ad-
journs today, let me try to explain our
attitude. It is based on an assessment
of the needs of our individual districts
and States. It is based even more so on
an assessment of our Nation’s needs.

Your country has targeted American
industries for Japanese economic ef-
forts. We feel it is time for our Nation
to target our industries in order to pre-
serve them.

Your country has organized itself to
expand its industrial base. We feel it is
time for America to organize itself to
preserve our industrial base.

If the shoe were on the other foot,
and we are not producing many shoes
anymore in the United States, if you
had a $40 billion trade deficit with the
United States, you would not depend
only on the good will of America. Your
country would act. That is why we in
Congress are insisting that Japan act
and that our own administration act.

Being protective of America is not
protectionism. Our efforts in Congress
are not, it should be clear, anti-Japa-
nese; they are pro-America.

THE HOUSE DESERVES AN
APOLOGY

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, one of
the basic rules that we operate under
in this body is the rule which says
that we as Members are not to ascribe
intent to that which another Member
is doing. The basic rule, because what
we attempt to do is have a spirit of
comity in which what a Member is
doing is considered to be serious.

Those rules not only apply to us as
Members, they apply to the officers
who serve this House. We in the mi-
nority have been told that those offi-
cers serve this House on a bipartisan
basis. Today we have a memo from the
Office of the Doorkeeper, in which the
Doorkeeper or his staff has taken
upon themselves to ascribe intent to
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amendments to be offered by members
of the minority.

This memo, relating to the Pay
Equity Act, describes amendments to
be offered by Mr. BurTOoN as dilatory
and frivolous. Amendments to be of-
fered by Mr. ArMEY as dilatory. I
would say that that is absolutely unac-
ceptable. It is unacceptable under the
rules of this House. It is unacceptable
as a manner in which officers of this
House treat members of the minority.

I think that those two Members de-
serve an apology. I think the House
deserves an apology from the officer.

THE LEADERSHIP WILL COME
FROM HERE, NOT THE WHITE
HOUSE

(Mr. MITCHELL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly do not want to be dilatory in
the presentation of my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, a number of my col-
leagues have been in the well of this
House to speak out against the infa-
mous conduct of the Government in
South Africa. Indeed, my associate,
Mr. GingricH of Georgia, just joined
in that effort. I greatly fear that we
are going to witness a bloodbath in
South Africa unless this Nation takes
the leadership that it should.

The tragedy of a bloodbath is that
when people are caught up in a frenzy,
white South Africans who have fought
against apartheid will be hurt by
blacks. There is no reasoning that goes
on during a bloodbath.

Let me indicate to you that while I
applaud the efforts of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus to have a meeting
with the President, I know that the
President is not going to meet with us.
He is not going to do it. During his
entire administration he has chosen
the people that he wants to meet with;
only those who knuckle under to him
and espouse his point of view.

I do not think that the President is
going to move to free Nelson Mandela;
he just does not have that kind of
mentality insofar as people of color
are concerned in other parts of the
world. But I am not discouraged by
these things.

On the other hand, I am very en-
couraged that in a Senate-House con-
ference which ended last evening,
there was an agreement that we would
take strong sanctions against South
Africa. So the leadership will come
from here, this Congress, not from the
White House.

WE NEED TO ACT DURING A DE-
TERIORATING SITUATION IN
SOUTH AFRICA

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, a
few minutes ago I joined Chairman
FascerLL before the Rules Committee
requesting a rule on the conference
report on the House-Senate agreement
on the South African antiapartheid
bill. I want to indicate that while I op-
posed this legislation when the issue
was before the House, I believe the
conference report reflects not only a
fair and reasonable compromise, but
also reflects a need to act in view of
the deteriorating situation in South
Africa in recent weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I be-
lieve it is most urgent and morally
right that this body stay in session
until we have an opportunity to act on
this important legislation.

——————

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE KANYAKU IMIN IN HAWAII

(Mr. AKAKA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. Speaker, it is
indeed an honor and privilege for me
to rise today in commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the first arrival
of the “Kanyaku Imin” or the “gov-
ernment contract immigrants” who
came from Japan to Hawaii.

As a nation of immigrants, we are all
justly proud of the diversity of our
ethnic heritage and of the tremendous
contributions that each group has
made to our country. This year, we in
Hawaii are honoring the largest group
of immigrants, the Japanese, who
came to Hawaii, beginning in 1885, 100
years ago. They came as immigrant
contract labors to toil in our sugarcane
fields and were the backbone of our
early farm labor force, responsible in
large measure for the successful devel-
opment of our largest and most impor-
tant agricultural enterprise, the sugar-
cane industry in Hawaii. The Japanese
remained to become an integral and
respected part of our community.

We are honoring this group of immi-
grants with a year-long series of activi-
ties and festivities in recognition of
their contributions and accomplish-
ments. As is true of many immigrant
groups, their contributions were more
recognized and appreciated as a group
effort, in this instance, of providing
the labor essential for a fledgling
sugar industry rather than for individ-
ual achievements and sacrifices which
nonetheless did occur. They fulfilled
their contracts and acquitted them-
selves with honor.

Without overshadowing or detract-
ing from the splendid accomplish-
ments of the “Kanyaku Imin,"” no trib-
ute to them would be complete with-
out mentioning the contributions of
their sons and daughters, products of
their upbringing and a true credit to
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them, through whom they realized
their finest hopes and aspirations.
Today, they include two U.S. Senators,
a Governor, a mayor, a State school
superintendent, numerous other elect-
ed officials, many members of our ju-
diciary, and outstanding professionals
and businessmen. Not too many years
ago, the list also included a university
president, a State supreme court chief
justice and a Congresswoman.

For all this, the “Kanyaku Imin” are
grateful and humbly proud, that in
this land of opportunity, all this was
possible in one generation. Today,
many are American citizens by choice
and not by accident of birth.

Mr. Speaker, this gentleman ex-
presses his gratitude to and salutes the
“Kanyaku Imin."”
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OUR ACTION ON APARTHEID
ONLY A DROP IN THE BUCKET

(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her
remarks.)

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I, too, am
very grateful that there has been an
agreement regarding the conference
report on the apartheid issue. I, how-
ever, think that while I welcome that,
I think it is only a first step in the
right direction. It is an initial step.
Frankly, it is a drop in the bucket.

We want an end to apartheid in
South Africa. I think our country
could be demonstrating its leadership
qualities more by showing the kind of
vision and force that other countries
are doing in that direction.

TAKE SOCIAL SECURITY OUT OF UNIFIED BUDGET

On another subject, I am gratified to
see that there is movement in taking
the Social Security trust fund out of
the unified budget. I have had a bill to
do that which I have introduced with
many bipartisan cosponsors for the
last 4 years. It is H.R. 151, Let us catch
that momentum. Let us depoliticize
Social Security, take it out of the
budget, the way it was when President
Roosevelt signed it into law 50 years
ago.

It would be very fitting if we did
that this year because this is the 50th
anniversary of that great social pro-
gram and it would be appropriate to
put it back where it belongs—out of
the unified budget—so that we would
not try to get our hands on what be-
longs to the senior citizens and the dis-
abled people of our country.

IMPUTED INTEREST/SELLER
FINANCING CONTROVERSY

(Mr. EOSTMAYER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. KEOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker,
the country is increasingly frustrated
at the inability of Congress to act, at
the inability of the House and Senate
to agree on legislation.

The budget for 1986 is the most out-
standing example,

But, another issue of concern to
many, including many in my congres-
sional district, is the imputed interest/
seller financing controversy.

Some 15 months ago Congress prom-
ised realtors and others that the rules
regarding seller financed real estate
sales would be settled by the July 1,
1985 interim deadline which was estab-
lished.

Now, in spite of the fact that both
the House and Senate have passed
bills which would permit seller fi-
nanced transactions, while at the same
time stop the potentially abusive mis-
match of interest income and deduc-
tions that can permit tax avoidance,
that deadline has passed.

Right now realtors and all those
wishing to sell property are in a quan-
dary. They don’t know if future legis-
lation will be retroactive to July 1,
1985. They don’t know what the rules
will be.

These taxpayers are losing faith
with the Congress, Mr. Speaker, and
with good reason. I hope the House
and Senate managers of the respective
imputed interest bills can get together.

We need a bill to resolve this impor-
tant and outstanding issue.

A MEASURE TO PREVENT USE
OF BANKRUPTCY AS BOTH A
SHIELD AND A SWORD

(Mr. BOSCO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOSCO. Mr. Speaker, today I
submit the names of 65 cosponsors
from both sides of the aisle for H.R.
2870, a measure to prevent bankruptey
from being used as both a shield and a
sword.

A good example of what we are
trying to prevent is Texas Air Corp.’s
attempt to take over Trans World Air-
lines at a time when Texas Air's major
subsidiary, Continental Airlines, is in
chapter 11, owing almost a billion dol-
lars to banks, insurance companies,
suppliers, travel agents, ticket holders
and a host of other victims. This same
company now seeks to take over an-
other of our Nation’s largest airlines.

I thank our colleague, Mr. MINETA,
for scheduling hearings on this subject
as a majority of the Public Works
Committee are now co-sponsors, and I
encourage the Department of Trans-
portation to give this transaction ex-
traordinary scrutiny. Those who use
our bankruptcy laws as a shield
against creditors cannot at the same
time use the same laws as a sword to
conquer others.
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ON BEING A PROTECTIONIST

(Mr. JENKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, it
always amazes me that we want to in-
flict a sense of guilt upon ourselves
when it comes to the question of pro-
tecting American industry and jobs.
We have no hesitancy whatsoever to
be called protectionists when we want
to defend our country through mili-
tary buildup. That is a protectionist
attitude, and we should have it.

But it always amazes me that when
we talk about trade, and when we talk
about American jobs, when we talk
about American industry, we shy away
from the term ‘‘protectionist.” There
is nothing wrong with it. It is not alien
to our basic thinking to want to pro-
tect American jobs, American indus-
try. That is the reason we are strong
today.

As we go back into our districts over
the holidays, over the recess, I want
my colleagues to go into the little
mills, whether it is the lumber mills of
the Far West or the steel mills of Min-
nesota or the automobile plants of
Ohio and Michigan, or the textile
mills of the South. I want my col-
leagues to talk to those people they do
not hear from too much, those people
who simply work day in and day out,
pay their taxes, defend their country
in times of emergency, and yet are be-
ginning to lose everything that they
believe in, because of our fear of the
term “protectionism”. Let us not be
afraid to protect anything that is good
for America.

I urge Members to do that and do
not have a sense of guilt. There is
nothing wrong with it.

ENVIRONMENTAL MISPERCEP-
TIONS ABOUT NEVADA

(Mr. REID asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, it's interest-
ing how perceptions are developed.
Some are passed from person to
person. Others are transmitted
through the media. Still others are de-
veloped from firsthand experience.

Recently, Public Lands Subcommit-
tee Chairman JoHN SEIBERLING, other
Members of Congress and I had the
opportunity to get such firsthand
knowledge of Nevada, information
that will be used to dispel environmen-
tal misperceptions about the State.

We viewed more than 1 million acres
of potential wilderness areas. In Nye
County alone we spent 2 days touring
more than three quarters of a million
acres.

And what beauty we saw:
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Areas with high peaks, wild lands
and trout streams, as well as bighorn
sheep, mountain lions and deer.

Geological landmarks that attest the
former glaciation that shaped the
highest great basin mountains.

A mountain with meadows and
aspens, where elk roam freely.

Volcanic rock formations, dramatic
cliffs, limestone geology, and even pre-
historic archeological sites.

I'm proud that this sampling of
Nevada geography not only creates a
positive perception but also provides a
critical foundation for those of us in
Congress now working on wilderness
legislation to protect Nevada lands for
generations to come.
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REVIEW OF 1960 ARTICLE
SHOWS SITUATION IN SOUTH
AFRICA HAS WORSENED

(Mr. DYMALLY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, more
than 25 years ago I met a young sol-
dier in the Army who was also a radio
announcer for the U.S. Information
Service and a writer. Twenty-five years
ago he wrote about the oppression and
the repression in South Africa. The
magazine in which his article appeared
became defunct and the article was
lost. Much to my delight, he sent me a
copy of the article last week.

Have things changed in South
Africa? Yes, they have gotten worse.
The situation today in South Africa,
with the oppression, the fascism, the
racism, the bigotry, the hate, and the
discrimination, is worse today than it
was in 1960 when I met my friend,
who is now the State senator from
Watts that famous community in Cali-
fornia. My friend and senator, Bill
Green, pointed out that the situation
in South Africa, Mr. Speaker, is worse
now than it was when he wrote that
article in 1960.

Today this House, indeed the Con-
gress, will have an opportunity to send
at least a first message, if not a strong
message. I hope that all the Members
on both sides of the aisle will join in
sending that message, not only to
South Africa but to the President of
the United States. And I say to my
friend, the gentleman from Georigia
[Mr. GingrIcH], that the Congression-
al Black Caucus accepts his challenge
to join in a bipartisan, biracial effort
to bring about human rights all over
the world, including South Africa.

A LOSS OF DIGNITY

(Mr. FRANK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I was
somewhat surprised that among the
momentous issues we were to talk
about today was the accusation that
the Doorkeeper had hurt the feelings
of some Members on the minority side.
I believe it would be a mistake for
people to accept the assertion that
some impropriety had been committed
because the Doorkeeper characterized
certain amendments. As I heard the
characterization, I would agree that it
was less than accurate. It seemed to
me excessively flattering.

I am a little surprised that some of
the Members on the other side who
are great believers in very vigorous
debate and who are not always averse
to imputing mistakes to people on the
other side can be so sensitive when
people respond. It seems to me that
sensitivity ought not to be a one-way
street. I would just remind my col-
leagues to muse on the general princi-
ple that one rarely looks more ridicu-
lous than when one is excessively con-
cerned about one’s dignity.

Mr. Speaker, the principle of open
and free debate is a very important
one, and it seems to me it ought even
to extend to the Doorkeeper of this in-
stitution.

HOUSE ARREST OF KIM DAE
JUNG

(Mr. PEASE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, this week
Kim Dae Jung has been placed under
house arrest, just days before the new
Democratic Party is scheduled to hold
its political convention in South
Korea. This cynical display of power
by the Government of South Korea
represents a serious setback to the on-
going effort to secure a restoration of
basic human rights and democratic in-
stitutions in that country.

I commend my colleague, Congress-
man Ep FEIGHAN, for leading the effort
to protest the placement of Kim under
house arrest. Hopefully, the Reagan
administration will take appropriate
action.

FURTHER SUPPORT FOR ENTER-
PRISE ZONES SOUGHT FROM
THE PRESIDENT

(Mr. GARCIA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day my colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Jack KeEmp) and I once
again introduced a bill that we have
been sponsoring since the days of
Jimmy Carter—The Urban Enterprise
Zone Act. Last year, in the 98th Con-
gress, we had 283 cosponsors. In the
99th Congress I believe we will prob-
ably get over 300 cosponsors.
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Mr, Speaker, it is my hope that the
President, who every year in his State
of the Union Message, either asks the
Speaker to give him enterprise zones
as a birthday present or asks us as
Members of Congress to work with
him on this issue, will take an active
role in seeing that this legislation is
passed. I do not often agree with the
President, but on this issue I do. I,
therefore, hope that he will make
every possible effort, using all his per-
suasive powers to help us pass an en-
terprise zone bill. I believe we can
make good use of enterprise zones. In
some States they are presently in
place, and they are working without
Federal taxes, without the benefit of
the support of Congress and of this
legislation. We certainly need some-
thing to cut back on the high unem-
ployment in our inner cities.

COMMISSION ON THE ©US.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
BICENTENARY

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker's table the resolution (H.
Res. 249) establishing the Commission
on the U.S. House of Representatives
Bicentenary, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Whereas the House of Representatives
was established under the Constitution in
the year 1789;

Whereas in the year 1989 the House of
Representatives will celebrate the bicenten-
nial of its establishment under the Constitu-
tion;

Whereas the House of Representatives for
the past two hundred years has reflected
the will and strength of the people of the
United States and has, in its historical de-
velopment, adhered to our national heritage
of individual liberty and the attainment of
equal and inalienable rights; and

Whereas it is appropriate and desirable to
provide for the observation and commemo-
ation of this anniversary: Now, therefore,

t

Resolved,

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT.

There is established in the House of Rep-
resentatives the Commission on the United
States House of Representatives Bicenten-
ary (hereinafter in this resolution referred
to as the ““Commission").
8EC. 2. FUNCTIONS.

It shall be the duty of the Commission to
oversee the planning and direction of the
commemoration of the bicentennial of the
House of Representatives through an appro-
priate program of publications, exhibits,
symposia, and related activities. The objec-
tive of this commemoration is to inform and
emphasize to the Nation the role of the
House of Representatives through two hun-
dred years of growth, challenge, and
change, The Commission is directed to de-
velop a program, in consultation with the
Office for the Bicentennial of the House of
Representatives, that will draw upon the re-

August 1, 1985

sources of current and former Members,
scholars, and the general public.
SEC. 3. COMPOSITION.

(a) In GENERAL.—The Commission shall be
composed of 8 members appointed by the
Speaker (in consultation with the minority
leader) as follows:

(1) Six Members of the House, of whom
not more than 3 shall be members of the
same political party; and

(2) Two former Members of the House, of
whom not more than 1 shall be members of
the same political party.

The majority leader and the minority leader
shall be ex officio members of the Commis-
sion.

(b) DesiGNATION oOF CHAIRMAN.—The
Speaker shall designate one of the members
of the Commission to serve as Chairman of
the Commission.

(c) Vacancy.—Any vacancy in the mem-
bership of the Commission shall be filled in
the same manner as the original appoint-
ment.

(d) DeFINITION.—AS used in this section,
the term “Member” means a Representative
in, or a Delegate or Resident Commissioner
to, the Congress.

SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS.

(a) RULES OF ORGANIZATION.—The Com-
mission may make such rules with respect
to its procedure as it considers necessary.

(b) QuoruM.—A majority of the members
of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum for the transaction of business.

SEC. 5. POWERS

(a) In GENERAL.—In order to carry out its
functions, the Commission is authorized to
sit and act at such times and places within
the United States, whether the House is in
session, has recessed, or has adjourned, and
to hold such hearings as it deems necessary.

(b) AcquisitioNs.—The Commission is au-
thorized to acquire any work of art, histori-
cal object, document or material relating to
historical matters, or exhibit for placement
in the House wing of the Capitol or the
House office buildings.

SEC. 6. STAFF.

The Commission shall be staffed by the
Office for the Bicentennial of the House of
Representatives and shall have full supervi-
sory powers over such Office. The Commis-
sion may also draw upon the staff support
of such other employees of the House or its
support agencies as may be agreed to by
mutual consent.

SEC. 7. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.

The expenses of the Commission shall be
paid from money appropriated to the Office
for the Bicentennial of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

SEC. 8. PERIODIC REPORTS.

The Commission may submit periodic re-
ports on its activities to the House. Any
such report which is made when the House
is not in session shall be filed with the Clerk
of the House.

SEC. 9. TERMINATION.

The Commission shall cease to exist at the
end of the 99th Congress, unless otherwise
provided by law or resolution.

Mr. ALEXANDER (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the original request
of the gentleman from Arkansas?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I reserve the
right to object simply to make certain
that I understand the procedure here.
It is my understanding that this has
been cleared by the minority?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, the gentle-
man is correct. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield and if I may re-
spond further, the resolution is for the
purpose of establishing a Commission
on the Bicentenary of the U.S. House
of Representatives. It has been cleared
by the minority. There are no funds
required for its implementation, and it
is simply for the purpose of planning,
directing, and consummating a pro-
gram for the commemoration of the
bicentenary of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. WALKER. Further reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’'s explanation,
and I am particularly appreciative of
his making the point that this is a res-
olution that requires no new funding,
and that in fact any expenses that will
be incurred from this will be out of
the office for the bicentennial in the
House of Representatives, and that
that is previously appropriated money.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, the gentle-
man is correct. The Bicentenary Com-
mission will be paid for and adminis-
tered by funds and staff that are cur-
rently provided for.

Mr. WALKER. It is also my under-
standing that the representation on
the Commission is equal between the
majority and the minority in this par-
ticular instance?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, it is equal,
and it is bipartisan in makeup.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, and I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the original request
of the gentleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A PLEA TO THE PRESIDENT TO
REPUDIATE OPPRESSION IN
SOUTH AFRICA

(Mr. WHEAT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, last week
I joined with my colleagues in the
Congressional Black Caucus in sending
a telegram to the President of the
United States requesting an urgent
meeting on the crisis in South Africa.
Mr. President, we sought that meeting
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to bring you a message of deep con-
cern about the deteriorating situation
in that troubled country.

Last night the conference committee
on this body and of the other body en-
dorsed that message and called upon
the Congress to pass the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985. Upon passage of that
legislation, Mr. President, we will call
upon you to carry our message to the
world, and our message is a simple
one;: The United States will no longer
condone oppression in South Africa.

While you are sincere in your efforts
to engage the South African Govern-
ment in constructive dialog, that Gov-
ernment and the rest of the world per-
ceive constructive engagement as tacit
American approval of oppressive prac-
tices in South Africa. Mr. President,
even the mere perception that Ameri-
cans would tolerate South African re-
pression is morally repugnant, and we
call upon you now to repudiate that
offensive misperception.
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THE INSANITY OF APARTHEID

(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this morning to join with all my col-
leagues who have taken the well to
challenge the insanity of apartheid,
the cruelty and oppression of the re-
ality of what is taking place in South
Africa at this very moment and to
raise the point that a number of my
distinguished colleagues, as well as
this gentleman, have asked the Presi-
dent of the United States for a terribly
important meeting to discuss this in-
credible issue.

Over the last several days we re-
ceived a report that Mr. Botha of
South Africa refused to meet with
Bishop Desmond Tutu, but there are
those of us who reside in this Cham-
ber who have a compelling, obvious,
yvet not exclusive interest in what is
taking place in South Africa, who have
the right to expect more from our
President.

We can understand ignoring Bishop
Tutu in the context of the madness of
South Africa, but this is obstensibly a
democratic society.

The President of the United States,
whether or not we agree ideologically,
is the President of all the people and
in my estimation has a moral, a politi-
cal, and intellectual obligation to meet
with all of the persons who are duly
elected and respected representatives
of major constituents in this country.
The President has a profound obliga-
tion and, indeed, a responsibility to
meet with us on this incredible issue.
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USE OF OFFICIAL GOVERNMENT
MAIL TO LOCATE MISSING
CHILDREN

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’'s table the Senate bill (S.
1195) entitled “An Act to require that
a portion of the mail of Congress and
the executive branch include a photo-
graph and biography of a missing
child,” with Senate amendments to
the House amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments to
the House amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments to the House amendments, as
follows:

Page 3, line 15, of the House engrossed
amendment, before “Section” insert “(1)".

Page 3, after line 18 of the House en-
grossed amendment, insert:

(2) Section 733 of title 44, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the
second sentence of the second undesignated
paragraph the following: “Franks may also
contain information relating to missing chil-
dren as provided in section 3220 of title 39.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TorRRES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, the mi-
nority has no objection.

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL SCHOOL-AGE CHILD
CARE AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 60) to
designate the week beginning Septem-
ber 1, 1985, as “National School-Age
Child Care Awareness Week,” and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I will not
object, but simply would like to inform
the House that the minority has no
objection to the legislation now being
considered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. McKEerNAN] who is the chief
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 60.

(Mr. McKERNAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McKERNAN. Mr. Speaker,
every day 3 to 6 million children
return home to an empty house after
school. Single-parent families, two
working parent families, are in fact a
reality in this country. Over 50 per-
cent of women with young children
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are in the work force today and there-
fore have child care needs.

This country needs to address our
child care needs and we especially
need to address the needs of those
who return home to an empty house,
so-called latch-key children. Especially
those needs are children who return
home to an empty house after school
and also who need care before school.

I hope that the House will pass this
resolution because I believe that by
passing it we can call attention to
what is a growing problem in this
country through the designation of
the first week of September as ‘“‘Na-
tional School-Age Child Care Aware-
ness Week,” and that will heighten
the awareness of this growing national
problem.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Garcial.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, with the
permission of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Utah, I yield to my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Louisi-
ana [Mrs. Bogasl.

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as the chair of the
Crisis Intervention Task Force of the
Select Committee on Children, Youth
and Families, I certainly do not object
to this resolution, but applaud it, be-
cause it will be a great encouragement
and help to all the people who are en-
gaged in the very compelling business
of child care in the United States.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. McCKERNAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation, I yield to the gentle-
man from Maine.

Mr. McKERNAN. Mr. Speaker, 1
just want to commend the gentlewom-
an from Louisiana for her work in the
Select Committee on Children, Youth
and Families, on this important issue.
It is one that we really highlighted in
the last session of Congress in the
Select Committee on Children, Youth
and Families and it is one that I think
her leadership has made a big differ-
ence in throughout the country, and I
thank the gentlewoman for supporting
this resolution.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. Res. 60

Whereas more than half of the children in
the United States are in families in which
both parents are in the work force;

Whereas more than one in five children in
the United States are in a one-parent
family;

Whereas changes in the composition of
American families and the American work
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force have resulted in an increased demand
for child care for children of all ages;

Whereas the demand for child care for
school-age children has increased at a great-
er rate than the availability of school-age
child care;

Whereas estimates show that millions of
school-age children between the ages of six
and thirteen, often referred to as latchkey
children, may return alone after school to
an empty house or in the supervision of a
slightly older brother or sister;

Whereas research studies have indicated
that children in self and sibling care run
greater physical and psychological risks, in-
cluding accidents and feelings of fear and
loneliness, than children who are cared for
by an adult;

Whereas the Congress has begun to exam-
ine the issue of child care and the role of
Federal and State government, the private
sector, and parents in providing child care;

Whereas the parents, communities, em-
ployers, and agencies serving youth that
have recognized the shortage of adequate
and affordable school-age child care have
developed after school programs for chil-
dren in their communities; and

Whereas many more parents, communi-
ties, employers, and agencies serving youth
need to address the problems facing these
children and to maximize the use of State
and Federal resources in collaboration with
these efforts: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning September 1, 1985, is hereby desig-
nated as “National School-Age Child Care
Awareness Week” and the President is
hereby authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such week with ap-
propriate programs and activities.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL DRUNK AND
DRUGGED DRIVING AWARE-
NESS WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 137) to designate the week of De-
cember 15, 1985, through December
21, 1985, as “National Drunk and
Drugged Driving Awarness Week,” and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform that
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation,
as the chief sponsor, I would like to
speak to it for just a moment.

Mr. Speaker, in 1981 I had the op-
portunity of going to the White House

August 1, 1985

and talking to the President of the
United States about the problem of
drunk driving. I pointed cut to him
that 26,000 people a year died as a
result of drunk driving and 450,000
people a year suffered because of bad
backs, paraplegics, quadraplegics, and
injuries such as that.

He picked up 2 memo and he penned
a letter to Secretary of Transportation
Lewis. Out of that came the Presiden-
tial Commission on Drunk Driving, on
which I had the privilege to sit with
my colleague, the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARNES].

We found a lot of things, Mr. Speak-
er, that were very interesting. We
found that in America we do not take
this too seriously. I notice today we
are very serious about the problem in
South Africa, and it truly is a problem,
the problem in Chile and the problems
in other areas, and they are truly
problems; but here in America we
seem to think it is all right to get our-
selves up to a 0.05 blood alcohol count
or 0.10, whatever it may be, getting in
2 tons of steel barreling down the road
and kill 26,000 people per year.

We further found that the people in
America who talk about this issue, es-
pecially our very respectful law en-
forcement people, have very little
knowledge on how to recognize some-
one who is drinking and driving.

We found in this Commission that
they actually use the archaic discovery
methods of touching their nose, count-
ing to 10 backward, doing one-legged
pushups, and we find, and I say this
very respectfully, that all over our 50
States they cannot identify a person
who has been drinking and driving.

We further found, Mr. Speaker, that
someone who gets in an S-turn with
Jjust a 0.05 blood alcohol count cannot
make it. No one in America can make
an S-turn with a 0.05 blood alcohol
count.

We further found that all of our
laws were to a 0.10 or 0.08. So we find
in America that we are letting all
these people loose every night to get
in their cars with 2 tons of steel and
go out and kill people. We can only
recognize by archaic methods 26,000 of
them that are killing people. It is abso-
lutely amazing that we find this.

Out of this, however, Mr. Speaker,
we were fortunate enough to have
almost 40 States that have considered
new drunk driving laws. Along came
people who started things like Moth-
ers Against Drunk Driving, Students
Against Drunk Driving, Rid the Roads
of Drunk Drivers, and fortunately we
are starting to mitigate this problem
in America.

If I may say in the most respectful
terms, Mr. Speaker, I notice that every
night we go to receptions around here
and if people would carry in their wal-
lets, as I do, and I am a teetotaler,
that says, a card that says, “Know
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your capacity’”’—that says that one
drink will bring you above a 0.05 and
then we noticed that our colleagues
and the rest of us from both Houses
and the executive branch go to these
receptions, we have a drink or they
have a drink at every one of these, and
then get in their cars and go out on
the road.

I would assume that the vast majori-
ty of these people who should be an
example to the world find themselves
with those who actually would lead to
it. I hope the good Lord blesses them
as they go out on the roads, because
fortunately it has not come back to
haunt this body or the body next to it,
because of their own capacity of han-
dling intoxicating beverages.

It would seem to me, Mr. Speaker, if
I may say so, that it really is not too
bright to get in a car after having a
few drinks. Can we not let somebody
else drive us? Can we not take a taxi,
and above all the laws which are
merely speed bumps, what we really
should do is, like our friends from
Sweden who we talked to, on this Pres-
idential Commission on Drunk Driv-
ing, have in our hearts and in our
minds that we do not want to kill
other Americans. If we get down to
that, the laws absolutely do not mean
a thing.

I would hope that we would realize
that to drink and drive is absolutely
stupid, as it is to take drugs and drive.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
to the gentleman from New York [Mr.

GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of House Joint Resolution
358, designating the week of December
15 through December 21 as “National
Drunk and Drugged Driving Aware-
ness Week.” As an original cosponsor
of this measure I wish to thank the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN]
and the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. Barnes] for introducing this im-
portant piece of legislaiton.

Drunk and drugged driving has risen
to epidemic proportions. Over the past
decade our country has witnessed the
death and injury of millions of Ameri-
cans; death and injury directly attrib-
utable to alcohol and/or drug abuse.
This horrifying social cost is further
compounded by the tremendous eco-
nomic cost of over $20 billion each
year. The tragic effect on our Nation’'s
youth is especially alarming: drunk
and drug-related driving is the leading
cause of death of thousands of teen-
agers today.

As the ranking minority member of
the Select Committee on Narcotics, I
can attest to the select committee’s in-
volvement is not only the drug abuse
problem, but the alcohol problem as
well. Although the phrase ‘“‘driving
under the influence” is most often as-
sociated with alcohol, we must not
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ignore the fact that drug-related driv-
ing incidents are also an ever-increas-
ing problem.

Drug use in our Nation has grown
considerably, among both the young
and old. While we will continue to
crack down on drunk and drugged
drives alike, there is no substitute for
an increased awareness among our
parents, our teachers, and children on
the disasterous effects of drunk and
drugged driving. In this regard, 1
would like to commend the gentleman
from from Utah and my colleagues for
establishing “Drunk and Drugged
Driving Awareness Week” each year
since 1982 during the December holi-
day season.

The designation of National Drunk
and Drugged Driving Awareness Week
has a special significance at that time
of year as the holiday season is a time
of good will toward our neighbors and
friends. Observance of this week will
serve as a timely reminder and contin-
ue to draw attention to the serious ef-
fects of drunk and drugged driving.

Once again, I commend the gentle-
man for introducing House Joint Reso-
lution 358 and urge my colleagues to
fully support its adoption.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I want to
also extend my commendation to the
gentleman. I think this is a very im-
portant symbol of a horrendous thing
that is taking place.

I have one of my former staff mem-
bers who was hit by a drunk driver
and her future fiance was killed. She
is now in a kind of comatose state and
has been for about 2 years. When you
see the reality of how this affects a
family, and everyone on the Hill who
knew Mora, it just really hits home.

This kind of event happens to thou-
sands of Americans every year, and
indeed, hundreds every day, and I
think that we really have to do some-
thing in our country to end this hor-
rendous tragedy which takes more
lives than I think any war we have
ever participated in.

So I really want to congratulate you,
and certainly I think we will pass this
unanimously.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the kind words of the gentlewom-
an from Ohio [Ms. Oakar] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
GIiLManN].

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. REs. 137

Whereas traffic accidents cause more vio-

lent deaths in the United States than any
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other cause, approximately forty-four thou-
sand in 1984;

Whereas traffic accidents cause thousands
of serious injuries in the United States each
year,

‘Whereas more than 60 per centum of driv-
ers killed in single vehicle collisions and 45
per centum of all drivers fatally injured in
1984 had blood alcohol concentrations above
the legal limit;

Whereas the United States Surgeon Gen-
eral has reported that life expectancy has
risen for every age group over the past sev-
enty-five years except for Amiericans fifteen
to twenty-four years old, whose death rate,
the leading cause of which is drunk driving,
is higher now than it was twenty years ago;

Whereas the total societal cost of drunk
driving has been estimated at over
$24,000,000,000 per year, which does not in-
clude the human suffering that can never
be measured;

Whereas there are increasing reports of
driving after drug use and accidents involv-
ing drivers who have used marijuana or
other illegal drugs;

Whereas driving after the use of thera-
peutic drugs, either alone or in combination
with alcohol, contrary to the advice of phy-
sician, pharmacist, or manufacturer, may
create a safety hazard on the roads;

Whereas more research is needed on the
effect of drugs either alone or in combina-
tion with alcohol, on driving ability and the
incidence of traffic accidents;

Whereas an increased public awareness of
the gravity of the problem of drugged driv-
ing may warn drug users to refrain from
driving and may stimulate interest in in-
creasing necessary research on the effect of
drugs on driving ability and the incidence of
traffic accidents;

Whereas the public, particularly through
the work of citizens groups, is demanding a
solution to the problem of drunk and
drugged driving;

Whereas the Presidential Commission on
Drunk Driving, appointed to heighten
public awareness and stimulate the pursuit
of solutions, provided vital recommenda-
tions for remedies for the problem of drunk
driving;

Whereas most States have appointed task
forces to examine existing drunk driving
programs and make recommendations for a
renewed, comprehensive approach, and in
many cases their recommendations are lead-
ing to enactment of new laws, along with
stricter enforcement,

Whereas the best defense against the
drunk or drugged driver is the use of safety
belts and greater safety belt usage would in-
crease the number of survivors of traffic ac-
cidents;

Whereas an increase in the public aware-
ness of the problem of drunk and drugged
driving may contribute to a change in soci-
ety’'s attitude toward the drunk or drugged
driver and help to sustain current efforts to
develop comprehensive solutions at the
State and local levels;

Whereas the Christmas and New Year
holiday period, with more drivers on the
roads and an increased number of social
functions, is a particularly appropriate time
to focus national attention on this critical
problem;

Whereas designation of “National Drunk
and Drugged Driving Awareness Week"” in
each of the last three years stimulated
many activities and programs by groups in
both the private and public sectors aimed at
curbing drunk and drugged driving in the
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high-risk Christmas and New Year holiday
period and thereafter; and

Whereas the activities and programs
during “National Drunk and Drugged Driv-
ing Awareness Week" have heightened the
awareness of the American public to the
danger of drunk and drugged driving: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
December 15, 1985, through December 21,
1985, is designated as “National Drunk and
Drugged Driving Awareness Week” and the
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States to observe that week
with appropriate activities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

e ———

NATIONAL ADULT DAY CARE
CENTER WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 229),
designating the week beginning Sep-
tember 22, 1985, as “National Adult
Day Care Center Week,” and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GiLMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues know, I have long been
committed to improving the quality of
life for all people, both in the United
States and abroad. Today, I am
pleased to be able to give my support
to the recognition of a program that
improves the quality of life for our el-
derly and their families. I am proud to
cosponsor House Joint Resolution 229,
a bill to designate the week of Septem-
ber 22, 1985, as “National Adult Day
Care Center Week.” I thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HERTEL],
for bringing this legislation before the
House.

Adult day care is an organized pro-
gram of structured activities designed
to maintain or improve the physical,
mental, and emotional functioning of
frail, dependent, or isolated persons.
Adult day care is a cost-effective alter-
native that can prevent premature or
inappropriate institutionalization, pro-
vide respite to caregivers, curtail
health care costs, and enable individ-
uals to maintain their independence.
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Our Nation has been experiencing
the aging of our population. With im-
proved nutrition and medical technol-
ogy, more people are living longer.
The group of persons aged 60 and
older is the largest growing segment of
our population. With this “graying of
America"” has come the need to pro-
vide support for those no longer able
to be totally independent.

At the same time, we seem to be
overburdened with health care and
service costs. It is important, there-
fore, that we find innovative and cost-
effective ways to provide the services
needed by the people of this great
country, especially our elderly. Day
care programs for adults may be one
way to accomplish this.

Adult day care programs provide
various activities and services in a
social group setting. These may in-
clude exercise; health and mental
health screening; assistance with im-
proving skills needed to perform ac-
tivities of daily living, including the
provision of occupational and physical
therapy,; reality orientation; and dis-
cussion group exercises to maintain or
improve communication skills and
memory. Nutritious, well-balanced
meals are also provided.

An important function of adult day
care is to prevent or delay costly insti-
tutionalization and to maintain inde-
pendence. Many of our elderly have
been prematurely or inappropriately
placed in an institutional, long-term
care facility, such as a nursing home,
simply because the individual and his
or her family had no alternative. More
than 25 percent of those in nursing
homes do not need to be there. Adult
day care programs enable individusals
to maintain their independent living
by providing a safe, professional envi-
ronment for them to spend 6 to 10
hours during the day. Adult day care
also provides an important respite for
families who want to care for their el-
derly relatives, but are hesitant to
leave them alone during the day. A
structured, supportive day program
enables families to care for their elder-
ly relatives at home while relieving
the time and financial burden that
home or institutional care places on
family members. Many centers also
offer support groups and other pro-
grams for the caregivers of the elderly.
Day care is a welcome alternative to
institutionalization for many individ-
uals and their families.

According to the National Institute
on Adult Day Care [NIAD], many ac-
tivities will be held during ‘‘National
Adult Day Care Center Week.” The
approximately 1,000 adult day care
centers nationwide will be providing
educational programs and holding
open houses and ceremonies to in-
crease the public’'s awareness about
adult day care. Additionally, several
new adult day care centers will be
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22

I am proud to be able to say that one
of the centers scheduled to open
during “National Adult Day Care
Center Week"” is located in my 22d
Congressional District of New York,
which I am proud to represent. Home-
maker Service of Orange County, Inc.,
a nonprofit organization, is scheduled
to open its adult day care center in
Middletown, NY, during the week of
September 22. This program is an in-
novative combination of public and
private resources working together to
provide a needed service in a cost-ef-
fective manner, providing a savings to
both the individuals and to the publiec.
This program was initially funded
through a grant by the Orange
County Office for the Aging, and is
now funded by a grant from the city
of Middletown’'s Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Program as well as
through private sources. I am proud of
the cooperative efforts made by the
private and public sectors in my dis-
trict and look forward to joining in the
events marking ‘“‘National Adult Day
Care Center Week.”

The theme selected by the National
Institute on Adult Day Care is “adult
day care: Rising to the Challenge.” I
encourage my colleagues to join in ac-
tively supporting “National Adult Day
Care Center Week,” to assist Adult
Day Care programs to indeed be able
to “Rise to the Challenge” of inform-
ing the public about this alternative
long-term care program and improving
the quality of life for all of our senior
citizens.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

H.J. REs. 229

Whereas there are 1000 adult day care
centers nationwide providing a safe and
positive environment to partially disabled
adults and senior citizens in need of daytime
assistance and supervision;

Whereas adult day care centers provide
necessary health maintenance functions
and medical care, including medication mon-
itoring, therapies, and health education,
and are operated by professional staffs who
identify the need for additional health serv-
ices and make appropriate referrals;

Whereas adult day care centers provide
opportunities for social interaction to other-
wise isolated individuals and assist them in
attaining and maintaining a maximum level
of independence; and

Whereas these centers offer relief to fami-
lies who otherwise must care for disabled el-
derly persons on a twenty-four-hour-per-day
basis: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning September 22, 1985, is designated
“National Adult Day Care Center Week".
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The President is authorized and requested
to issue a proclamation calling upon the
people of the United States to observe that
week with appropriate ceremonies and ac-
tivities.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SENSE OF CONGRESS COM-
MENDING MEDICARE ON ITS
20TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 9) expressing the sense
of the Congress that Medicare be com-
mended on its 20th anniversary for
the program's success in protecting
older Americans against the high cost
of health care, and ask for its immedi-
ate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. GILMAN].

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 9, recognizing the 20th an-
niversary of the Medicare Program. As
a cosponsor of this measure, I com-
mend the gentleman from Florida, the
distinguished chairman of the Select
Committee on Aging, Mr. PEPPER, for
introducing the House companion bill,
House Concurrent Resolution 88. I
urge my colleagues to join in support-
ing this measure which demonstrates
our firm commitment to maintaining
the integrity of the Medicare Pro-

gram.

Since the inception of the Medicare
Program 20 years ago, countless indi-
viduals—the infirmed, the elderly, and
the disabled, have enjoyed protection
under this program. Indeed, over 28
million older persons and 3 million dis-
abled individuals make Medicare the
single largest personal health care fi-
nancing program in the United States.
Hundreds of thousands of physicians
and more than 20,000 hospitals, nurs-
ing homes, home health agencies, labs,
and clinics participate in the Medicare
Program.

In more recent years the Medicare
Program has had to respond to both
the growing elderly population in this
country and to the rising health care
costs. Congress has been able to ad-
dress in part, the changing face of
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health care in this Nation by increas-
ing Medicare benefits to include hos-
pice and health maintenance organiza-
tion [HMO’s] services. Our task is,
however, by no means {inished.
Throughout this Congress, as we con-
tinue in the fiscal year 1986 budget
process, and as we attempt to enact
significant deficit reduction measures,
we must make the continued solvency
of the Medicare Program our top pri-
ority. I believe that efforts to control
escalating health care costs while im-
proving the delivery of health care, is
one of the most difficult and pressing
dilemmas facing this Congress. By
adopting this resolution we will be rec-
ognizing the enormous success of this
program while reaffirming our com-
mitment to the elderly and the dis-
abled to protect their continued access
to quality health care.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
commemorate the 20th anniversary of
the Medicare Program by adopting
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, 1 with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. Con. REs. 9

Whereas Congress authorized Medicare in
1965 under title XVIII of the Social Securi-
ty Act to consist of hospital insurance and
supplemental medical insurance,

Whereas Medicare has contributed im-
measurably to the security, improved health
and extended longevity of older Americans;

Whereas Medicare provides health insur-
ance coverage to thirty-one million aged and
disabled persons, and is the largest personal
health care financing program in the United
States;

Whereas over half of all physicians serve
Medicare patients, and over twenty thou-
sand  organizations—hospitals, nursing
homes, home health agencies, labs, and clin-
ics participate in Medicare;

Whereas Medicare is one of the most vital-
ly important and successful programs in the
history of the United States, without which
many older Americans could not afford
basic health care; and

Whereas one of the greatest social issues
facing our Nation today is maintaining the
integrity of Medicare to ensure the health
and well-being of all older Americans: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Medicare be
commended on its twentieth anniversary for
the program'’s success in helping to protect
older Americans against the high cost of
health care.

The Senate concurrent resolution
was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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RECOGNIZING 50TH ANNIVERSA-
RY OF RURAL ELECTRIFICA-
TION PROGRAM

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture be discharged
from further consideration of the reso-
lution (H. Res. 144), recognizing the
50th anniversary of the Rural Electri-
fication Program, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

: The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
OWS:

H. REs. 144

Whereas in 1935, most of rural America
did not have electric lighting—nine out of
ten farms were without central station elec-
tricity;

Whereas fifty years ago, on May 11, 1935,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt created the
Rural Electrification Administration (REA)
by signing Executive Order 7037;

Whereas since 1936, Congress has passed
and the President has signed legislation
strengthening the role of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration in assisting rural
electric systems to ease the burdens of farm
labor and meet the power needs of Ameri-
ca’'s farmers, ranchers, and rural residents;

Whereas today, rural United States has
electric power, nearly one thousand mem-
bership-owned rural electric systems provide
service to about twenty-five million people
in forty-six States, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands;

Whereas Rural Electrification Administra-
tion borrowers have established a record of
responsibility in meeting their repayment
obligations unmatched in any other Federal
program of financial assistance;

Whereas since 1961 Rural Electrification
Administration borrowers have helped es-
tablish and expand more than twenty thou-
sand commercial and industrial enterprises
and community facilities that have created
nearly one million new jobs; and

Whereas the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration, its borrowers, and rural people
have formed a partnership that has brought
electric power to those who live off the
main roads and outside of the cities, thereby
permitting them more fully to contribute to
and share in the American dream: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, Thatitisthe Sense of the House of
Representatives that—

(1) the Rural Electrification Program
must continue to provide financing and
technical assistance at reasonable cost to
ensure that the modern living standards of
rural Americans and the quality of their
communities are preserved through access
to reliable and competitively priced electric-
ity,

(2) the fiftieth anniversary of the creation
of the Rural Electrification Administration
and the Rural Electrification Program
should be recognized; and

(3) the people of the United States and
Federal and State governmental agencies
are encouraged to commemorate, on the oc-
casion of the fiftieth anniversary of the
Rural Electrification Administration, the
past accomplishments and continuing
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achievements of America’'s Rural Electrifi-
cation Program with appropriate ceremo-
nies and activities paying tribute to the
thousands of rural electrification leaders
throughout the Nation, who, in partnership
with their Government, have made the
United States Rural Electrification Program
the symbol of hope and a model of excel-
lence for other nations throughout the
world.

@ Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of House Resolution
144, recognizing the 50th anniversary
year of the Rural Electrification Pro-
gram. This resolution, which I intro-
duced with the Honorable Epwarp R.
MAaDpIGAN, ranking minority member of
the Committee on Agriculture, has the
support of 147 cosponsors. The resolu-
tion, as amended, was unanimously ap-
proved by the Committee on Agricul-
ture on July 30, 1985.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute that I offer was adopted
unanimously by the Committee on Ag-
riculture. It differs from the resolu-
tion as originally introduced only to
reflect the fact that the 50th anniver-
sary date of the Rural Electrification
Program has already passed—it was
observed on May 11, 1985. This amend-
ment does not alter the meaning nor
the intent of the original resolution.

It was 50 years ago that President
Franklin D. Roosevelt signed an Exec-
utive order creating the Rural Electri-
fication Administration. In those 50
years, the REA has worked with rural
residents across the United States to
better the quality of life of farm fami-
lies and other rural residents through
its Rural Electrification Program.

The Rural Electrification Program
has an impressive record of accom-
plishments over the past 50 years. By
working cooperatively with the REA,
rural residents have built nearly 1,000
member-owned rural electric systems
that provide electric power to about 25
million people in 46 States, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. In the process, the
REA has created nearly 1 million jobs,
and improved the living standards of
millions of rural Americans.

As important as the past accomplish-
ments of the Rural Electrification
Program, however, is the work ahead.
Low commeodity prices, high real inter-
est rates, plummeting land values,
heavy debt loads, and declining export
markets have brought serious econom-
ic problems to farm families and small
towns across rural America. Reason-
ably priced electric power is an impor-
tant farm input. The Rural Electrifi-
cation Program can continue to make
electricity available to the American
farmer at a reasonable cost, through
the Nation’s rural electric coopera-
tives.

House Resolution 144 expresses the
sense of the House of Representatives
that the Rural Electrification Pro-
gram must continue to provide reason-
ably priced financing and technical as-
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sistance for rural electric systems that
serve rural residents. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in commending the
Rural Electrification Program for 50
years of service to rural America, and
in expressing our support for the pro-
gram'’s continued success.@

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. DE LA GARZA

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. pE 1A GARzA: Strike out the
text of the preamble and the resolution and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

Whereas in 1935, most of rural United
States did not have electric lighting, and
nine out of ten farms were without central
station electricity;

Whereas fifty years ago, on May 11, 1935,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt created the
Rural Electrification Administration by
signing Executive Order T037T;

Whereas since 1936, Congress has passed
and the President has signed legislation
strengthening the role of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration in assisting rural
electric systems to ease the burdens of farm
labor and meet the power needs of the Na-
tion's farmers, ranchers, and rural residents;

Whereas today, rural United States has
electric power, and nearly one thousand
membership-owned rural electric systems
provide service to about twenty-five million
people in forty-six States, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands;

Whereas Rural Electrification Administra-
tion borrowers have established a record of
responsibility in meeting their repayment
obligations unmatched in any other Federal
program of financial assistance;

Whereas since 1961, Rural Electrification
Administration borrowers have helped es-
tablish and expand more than twenty thou-
sand commercial and industrial enterprises
and community facilities in rural areas that
have created nearly one million new jobs;
and

Whereas the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration, its borrowers, and rural people
have formed a partnership that has brought
electric power to those who live off the
main roads and outside of the cities, thereby
permitting them more fully to contribute to
and share in the American dream: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that—

(1) the rural electrification program must
continue to provide financing and technical
assistance at reasonable cost to ensure that
the modern living standards of rural Ameri-
cans and the quality of their communities
are preserved through access to reliable and
competitively priced electricity;

(2) the fiftieth anniversary year of the
creation of the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration and the rural electrification pro-
gram should be recognized; and

(3) the people of the United States and
Federal and State governmental agencies
are encouraged to commemorate the fiftieth
anniversary year of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration and the past accom-
plishments and continuing achievements of
the Nation's rural electrification program
with appropriate ceremonies and activities
paying tribute to the thousands of rural
electrification leaders throughout the
Nation, who, in partnership with their Gov-
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ernment, have made the United States rural
electrification program the symbol of hope
and a model of excellence for other nations
throughout the world.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment in the
nature of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARzAl.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2372, RAILROAD
SAFETY IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1985

Mr. WHEAT, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 99-243), on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 250) providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2372)
authorizing appropriations for carry-
ing out the Federal Railroad Safety
Act of 1970, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIV-
ING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 1460, ANTI-
APARTHEID ACT OF 1985

Mr. WHEAT, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged
report (Rept. No. 99-244) on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 251) waiving certain
points of order against the conference
report on the bill (H.R. 1460) to ex-
press the opposition of the United
States to the system of apartheid in
South Africa, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
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NATIONAL FAMILY WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 31) to designate the week of No-
vember 24 through November 30, 1985,
as “National Family Week,” and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.
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The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but I simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation
of objection I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. MYERS].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I thank
the chairman and the ranking
Member for bringing this issue up.

Back in 1970, a constituent of mine
who was a schoolteacher, and still is a
schoolteacher but not a constituent
any longer, brought the idea of observ-
ing National Family Week to me. I in-
troduced it in that year, and I have
been introducing it every year since
1970. In fact, this year it is the only
observation that I have introduced or
cosponsored.

The purpose of the National Family
Week is simple: It sets aside a specific
time during the year to pay homage to
the one institution which has given so
much meaning to human life and pro-
vided a stable structure to our society.
It recognizes the importance of the
family as the foundation of American
life and the fundamental role the
family has played in securing those
values upon which our Nation was
founded.

Today, more than ever, recognition
of the American family is important.

Mr, Speaker, I regret that we cannot
make this permanent legislation be-
cause of an agreement that the com-
mittee has to not consider these for
payment status. Since 1972 the Presi-
dent has proclaimed the week includ-
ing Thanksgiving, which is most ap-
propriate, in my judgment, as National
Family Week as a tribute to the Amer-
ican family.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation which is most
appropriate.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. Res. 31

Resolved by the Senale and House of Rep-
resentatlives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is hereby authorized and requested to issue
a proclamation designating the week of No-
vember 24, 1985, through November 30,
1985, as “National Family Week”, and invit-
ing the Governors of the several States, the
chief officials of local governments, and the
people of the United States to observe such
week with appropriate ceremonies and ac-
tivities.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GARcIA:
Amend line 5 by inserting after “November
30, 1985,” “and the week of November 23,
1986, through November 29, 1986,".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
GARCIA].

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GARCIA

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

Title amendment offered by Mr. GARCIA:
Amend title so as to read: “Joint resolution
to designate the week of November 24
through November 30, 1985, and the week of
November 23 through November 29, 1986, as
‘National Family Week'.”

The title amendment was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

NATIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD
CRIME WATCH DAY

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 168) designating August 13, 1985,
as “National Neighborhood Crime
Watch Day,” and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution as follows:

8.J. REs. 168

Whereas neighborhood crime is of con-
tinuing concern to the American people;

Whereas the fight against neighborhood
crime requires people to work together in
cooperation with law enforcement officials;

‘Whereas neighborhood crime watch orga-
nizations are effective at promoting aware-
ness about, and the participation of volun-
teers in, crime prevention activities at the
local level; and

Whereas citizens across America will soon
take part in a “National Night Out”, a
unique crime prevention event which will
demonstrate the importance and effective-
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ness of community participation in crime
prevention efforts by having people spend
the period from 8 to 9 o’clock postmeridian
on August 13, 1985, with their neighbors in
front of their homes: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That August 13,
1985, is designated as ‘“National Neighbor-
hood Crime Watch Day"”, and the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such day with ap-
fimpriaw programs, ceremonies, and activi-

es.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of Senate Joint Res-
olution 168 designating August 13,
1985 as “National Neighborhood
Crime Watch Day.” It is the Senate
companion to House Joint Resolution
312 which I introduced earlier this
year.

I am pleased that the Congress, by
enacting this joint resolution, will be
recognizing both the effectiveness and
the growth of local crime watch orga-
nizations throughout the Nation.

The National Association of Town
Watch is a national organization
whose purpose is to promote and assist
local crime prevention groups which
work in cooperation with law enforce-
ment officials. The National Associa-
tion of Town Watch is sponsoring “Na-
tional Night Out” on August 13, 1985,
when neighbors are urged to spend the
hour of 8-9 p.m. on their lawns, porch-
es, and steps in front of their homes as
a demonstration of community sup-
port for volunteer efforts to reduce
crime in their neighborhoods. It is
based on the idea that neighbors look-
ing out for one another where they
live and work is the most effective
form of crime prevention.

A similar event last year successfully
highlighted the efforits of local crime
prevention programs, generated sup-
port for crime watch activities, and
signaled to criminals that neighbor-
hoods are pulling together to fight
crime.

I urge that the resolution be passed.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SOCIAL SECURITY DAY AND
SOCIAL SECURITY WEEK

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 300)
designating August 14, 1985, as “Social
Security Day,” and the week of
August 11, 1985, through August 17,
1985, as “Social Security Week’, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.
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The SPEAEER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not object,
but simply would like to inform the
House that the minority has no objec-
tion to the legislation now being con-
sidered.

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation
of objection, I yield to my good friend,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bus-
TAMANTE].

Mr. BUSTAMANTE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Utah for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge passage
of House Joint Resolution 300, which
declares August 14, 1985 as “Social Se-
curity Day” and the week of August
11-17, 1985, as ““Social Security Week.”
I thank the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Garcial and the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. HanseN] for their support
on this resolution.

On August 14, 1935, President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt signed the
Social Security Act into law. Fifty
years later, Social Security is a vital
system. In 1984 at least 36 million
people received benefits under the
Social Security Act. At the same time,
more than 116 million workers contin-
ue to contribute over $200 billion an-
nually to the Social Security trust
funds.

Social Security is the most signifi-
cant legislative and social achievement
of the 20th century. Each time we use
our Social Security number, we are re-
minded of how much Social Security
has become a part of our lives.

House Joint Resolution 300 has re-
ceived the endorsement of the Nation-
al Gray Panthers, the National Asso-
ciation of Area Agencies on Aging and
the National Association of State
Units on Aging. These organizations
and others across the country are
planning their own programs for the
August 14 anniversary. The Social Se-
curity Administration has also sched-
uled a week-long program of activities.
Furthermore, the governors of a dozen
States, including my State of Texas,
have issued proclamations declaring
August 11-17 as “Social Security
Week.”

A congressional resolution will en-
hance this anniversary celebration. I
thank my colleagues for their support,
and I hope this golden anniversary
will be a memorable occasion.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation of objection, I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. COUGHLIN].

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:
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H.J. Res. 300

Whereas the original Social Security Act,
which was signed into law by President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt on August 14,
1935, represents the most significant social
and legislative achievement of the 20th cen-
tury;

Whereas, in the words of President Roose-
velt, the Social Security Act represents the
cornerstone of the Nation's commitment “to
protect Americans from the hazards and vi-
cissitudes of life";

Whereas basic income security under the
Social Security Act has been provided to the
elderly since 1935, to their survivors and de-
pendents since 1939, and to disabled workers
since 1956, and has included medical insur-
ance coverage of the elderly and the dis-
abled since 1965;

Whereas, in 1984, at least 36,000,000
people received benefits under the Social
Security Act;

Whereas more than 116,000,000 workers
jointly contributed over $200,000,000,000 an-
nually to the Social Security Trust Funds;

Whereas, before the enactment of the
Social Security Act, two-thirds of our Na-
tion’s elderly Americans had no means of
support, except that which could be ob-
tained from their friends, families, and pri-
vate charities; and

Whereas, because of the protections of
the Social Security Act more than 85 per-
cent of elderly Americans have incomes
above the poverty line and 14,000,000 other
Americans who would otherwise have in-
comes below the poverty line have incomes
above it: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentalives of the Uniled Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That (a) August 14,
1985, is designated as “‘Social Security Day”,
and the week of August 11, 1985, through
August 17, 1985, is designated as “Social Se-
curity Week”'.

(b) The President is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation—

(1) commemorating August 14, 1985, as
the 50th anniversary of the signing into law
of the Social Security Act; and

(2) calling upon the people of the United
States to observe the week of August 11,
1985, through August 17, 1985, with appro-
priate, ceremonies, and activities.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Joint Resolution 300, just
passed, as well as on the commemora-
tive legislation passed today, including
House Resolution 144.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
2068, FOREIGN RELATIONS AU-
THORIZATION ACT, FISCAL
YEARS 1986 AND 1987

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the order of the House of Thursday,
July 25, 1985, I call up the conference
report on the bill (H.R. 2068) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal years
1986 and 1987 for the Department of
State, the U.S. Information Agency,
the Board for International Broadcast-
ing, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of managers be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
July 30, 1985, at page H6812.)

Mr. MICA (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the statement be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Mical
will be recognized for 30 minutes and
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms.
Snowel will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Mical.

Mr. MICA. Today we bring to the
floor the conference report on the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
known in this body as the State De-
partment authorization. It has within
it security for U.S. embassies and our
personnel abroad, U.S. Information
Agency, the Board for International
Broadcasting, and other foreign af-
fairs activities.

Mr. Speaker, I would like my col-
leages to know that, of course, we
passed a freeze on this legislation
when it moved through this body
some months ago. I think they would
be proud to know that not only has
that freeze been maintained in this
conference report, but we are $200 mil-
lion, over a 2-year period, below that
freeze figure.

I think we still carry out the vital
functions of the State Department
and related agencies and activities.

Some of the major provisions in the
bill include diplomatic security, of
course, some legislative initiatives re-
garding secure actions on fraud, visa,
passport, and the like, and trying to
strengthen our efforts to combat ille-
gal and illicit drugs.

Mr. Speaker, we have a number of
other items in the bill, but suffice it to
say this: We have worked out some 95,
I believe it was over 100 amendments
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in contention, have come up to an
agreement that I think all sides have
come to approve.

The other body has already ap-
proved this legislation. I would like to
commend the other body and its chair-
man for the diligent work they have
done on this legislation, and the staff,
to take 100 amendments in contention
and work it out with as little trouble
was really quite a feat in that time.
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Also, I would like to commend my
ranking minority member, Ms. SNOWE,
for the work that she has done; the
Foreign Affairs Committee staff for
the fine job they have done; in par-
ticular the leadership of our chairman,
Congressman FascerL of Florida, the
tremendous job he has done.

I think this is the smoothest and the
best approach we have seen in a
number of years on this legislation,
and I am very proud to present it to
the House in this fashion.

Mr. Speaker, today we bring to the
floor the conference report on the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act
which provides funding authority for
the Department of State, security for
the U.S. embassies and ' personnel
abroad, the U.S. Information Agency,
the Board for International Broadcast-
ing, and other related foreign affairs
activities.

The conference substitute is ap-
proximately $200 million under the
House-passed freeze level for {fiscal
years 1986 and 1987.

Some of the major provisions of the
bill include:

Greater funding of security to our
diplomats; ;

New legislative authorities to
strengthen counter-espionage efforts;

Further strengthening of efforts to
combat illicit drugs;

Funding to speed modernization of
broadcasting facilities of the Voice of
America and Radio Free Europe/
Radio Liberty;

New authority for a scholarship pro-
gram for undergraduate students from
developing countries designed to
counter Soviet efforts particularly in
the Western Hemisphere; and

New arms control initiatives, includ-
ing a 2-year authorization for the arms
control and disarmament agency.

I want to commend the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee in
the other body and his staff for their
exhaustive efforts and their spirit of
cooperation. I would also like to thank
our House Foreign Affairs staff for
their efforts over the last few weeks,
and I would particularly like to thank
the gentleman from Florida, the chair-
man of the full committee, Mr. Fas-
ceLL, for his guidance in managing this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I will not belabor the
discussion, but urge my colleagues to
support the conference report.
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Several technical problems have
been discovered in the conference
report since it was filed last night.

Although section 113 reflects a
change in the date by which the
UNHCR is directed to comply with the
section’s specified audit, that new date
is not reflected in the managers’ state-
ment. It was also the intent of the
managers that the conference report
language specify that the term “inde-
pendent consultancy” as used in the
bill, means a recognized, management
consulting firm which is independent
from the United Nations.

The conference report also indicates
that the House provision establishing
a commission in the Department of
State to investigate Soviet and inter-
national Communist behavior has
been accepted by the conference com-
mittee. Instead, it is the understand-
ing of the conference committee that
State Department’s Bureau of Intelli-
gence and Research will perform the
study.

In section 812, entitled *“Japan-
United States Security Relationship,”
the word “should” in subsection 812(c)
was intended to read as “shall.”

In addition, in section 813(b) of the
bill entitled, “Diplomatic Equivalence
and Reciprocity,” the reporting re-
quirement is stated as a ‘“sense of the
Congress.” The committee of confer-
ence intended that the Secretary of
State and the Attorney General shall
prepare a report for the Congress pur-
suant to section 813, and that the
sense of the Congress phrase be delet-
ed.

Section 150(c) was intended to pro-
vide that the nomination, appoint-
ment, and initiation of the new Office
of Inspector General would be accom-
plished, or substantial progress made
on or before 6 months after the date
of enactment of this act. This would
coincide with the report requirement
in subsection (c). It is recognized that,
during this period of time, the Depart-
ment would continue to perform in-
spection functions under existing law,
that is under section 209 of the For-
eign Service Act.

After negotiations of the managers
on a provision entitled, “Employees of
the United Nations,” dealing with the
extent to which international -civil
servants employed by the United Na-
tions are required to return all or part
of their salaries to their respective
governments, an error was made in re-
cording the agreement on subsection
(c). Section 151(c) of the legislation
should now read: (c¢) reduction in con-
tribution if substantial progress not
made.—If the Secretary of State deter-
mines pursuant to subsection (b) that
substantial progress has not been
made in correcting this practice, the
United States shall thereafter reduce
the amount of its annual assessed con-
tribution to the United Nations by the
amount of that contribution which is
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the U.S. proportionate share of the
salaries of those international civil
servants employed by the United Na-
tions who are returning any portion of
their salaries to their respective gov-
ernments.

I would also note that the conferees
share in the concern over the worsen-
ing U.S. trade deficit, particularly the
imbalance in trade between the United
States and Japan. We do not want this
problem exacerbated in the area of
air-freight services. We believe that
the viability of TU.S.-flag-carrier
freighter services is essential to the de-
velopment of U.S. exports and to our
national defense through the Civil Re-
serve Air Fleet Program.

In particular, the conferees are
aware that the Japanese recently re-
ceived valuable additional air-freight
rights in the course of bilateral negoti-
ations. The conferees request that no
further expansion of Japanese access
to U.S. air-freight markets occurs
during the period covered by this au-
thorization in order to enable the U.S.
Government to state a clearly defined
policy on international air-freight
service. That policy statement shall
encompass the already established
congressionally mandated goals for
U.S. air-freight service and shall be
formulated jointly and submitted to
the appropriate committees of Con-
gress by the Departments of State,
Commerce and Transportation, and
the U.S. Trade Representative.

The conference report as printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD also con-
tains a sentence on page H6837 relat-
ing to employees of the United Na-
tions which reads as follows: “The con-
ference substitute does not make man-
datory a reduction in the U.S. contri-
bution to the United Nations.” It was
the intent of the managers that this
sentence be deleted from the confer-
ence report.

Mr. HAWKINS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MICA. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask the gentleman from
Florida some questions of clarification.

It is my understanding that lan-
guage under sections 112 and 118 of
the conference agreemen: will permit
the Secretary of State the descretion
to make determinations respecting the
applicability of section 2(i) of the
State Department Basic Authorities
Act and any other law administered by
the Secretary of State to individuals
employed by contract to perform per-
sonal services abroad.

The Committee on Education and
Labor is concerned that the language
“any other law administered by the
Secretary” could be construed to grant
the Secretary of State authority to
decide questions of eligibility of such
individuals for medical and disability
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benefits under the Federal Employees

Compensation Act [FECA].

Is it your understanding that the au-
thority to decide such questions is ex-
clusively that of the Secretary of
Labor?

Mr. MICA. The distinguished Chair-
man is absolutely correct. We have dis-
cussed that, and the answer is yes.

Mr. HAWKINS. If the gentleman
will yield further, is it also your under-
standing that in no way can the lan-
guage in sections 112 and 118 of the
conference report be construed to
affect the Secretary of Labor’s exist-
ing authority under FECA to deter-
mine questions involving an individ-
ual's employment relationship with
the U.S. Government?

Mr. MICA. The Chairman is correct,
yes.

Mr. HAWKINS. Can we, therefore,
conclude that the language as ex-
pressed in the conference agreement is
consistent with the position of the
House?

Mr. MICA. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HAWKINS. Can we also con-
clude that the conference agreement
is consistent with the recommenda-
tions contained in Secretary Brock's
letter of July 29, 1985, to the chair-
man, Mr. FasceLL, and the ranking Re-
publican member, Mr. BROOMFIELD?

Mr. MICA. Yes, Mr. Chairman; that
is also correct. That is with respect to
the provisions in the FECA.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, I
would ask that that letter be included
in the Recorp. It is my understanding
that a letter from the Secretary of
State regarding this matter is en route
and is consistent with the language of
the conference agreement.

Mr. MICA. Yes; that is also my un-
derstanding.

Mr. HAWKINS. I would ask that
this letter also be included in the
REecorp upon its arrival. I thank the
gentleman for this clarification.

The letters follow:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Washington, DC, July 29, 1985.

Hon. DANTE B. FASCELL,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Represenialives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to request
that the House conferees agree to an
amendment on H.R. 2068, a bill to authorize
appropriations for fiscal years 1986 and 1987
for the Department of State, the United
States Information Agency and the Board
of International Broadcasting, and for other
purposes. The amendment would be consist-
ent with what we believe to be the intent of
the House in adopting two provisions con-
cerning the availability of Federal workers'
compensation benefits for persons hired
pursuant to personal service contracts under
authority created by this legislation. By sep-
arate letter we are requesting that the
Senate conferees recede to the House with
the same amendment.

This action by the conferees is necessary
in order to prevent the bill from establish-
ing an unfortunate precedent for coverage
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under the Federal Employees’ Compensa-
tion Act (FECA). FECA provides workers’
compensation benefits to Federal employees
and persons who are deemed to have an em-
ployment-type-relationship with the Feder-
al Government. Sections 110 and 115(bX3)
of the Senate substitute, however, would go
beyond this current FECA approach by ex-
plicitly providing benefits for individuals
who have no employment-type relationship
with the Federal Government. Specifically,
the Senate substitute would make FECA
benefits available to independent contrac-
tors who have entered into business rela-
tionships with U.S. missions abroad when-
ever any such contractor is injured on the
job. This would not only be contrary to the
intent of the FECA, but also open the door
to extention of the program to cover other
independent contractors, both within the

U.S. and abroad.

The House bill contains language that was
intended to solve this problem. Even though
we believe that the intent of the House is
clear, the text of the House provisions
seems to indicate that those hired under
contract authority are not Federal employ-
ees for any purpose, including FECA, re-
gardless of the nature of their actual em-
ployment relationship with the Federal
Government under traditional legal con-
cepts. Accordingly, we recommend that the
conferees accede to the position of the
House in this matter, but accept an amend-
ment of the House provisions to help ensure
that the intent of the House is properly ef-
fectuated.

A copy of appropriate amendments is en-
closed. The amendments would use lan-
guage first suggested by the Administration
in 8. 659. The language is identical to that
used in connection with personal service
contract authority in the Foreign Assistance
Act (22 U.S.C. 2396(a)(3)). The amendments
state that personnel hired under the person-
al service contracts in question are not Fed-
eral employees with respect to laws adminis-
tered by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment. By not specifying the status of these
personnel under FECA, which is admin-
stered by the Department of Labor, it allows
this Department to determine—as it has for
many vears in similar situations—whether
an individual has the necessary employment
relationship with the Federal Government
to establish FECA coverage.

The amendments would also affect the ap-
plication of the provisions in question to the
Federal Tort Claims Act (FTCA). Both the
House bill and Senate substitute deal with
FTCA coverage in connection with the per-
sonal service contracts involved in the same
manner as they deal with FECA coverage.
Our proposed amendments would, as with
FECA, allow case-by-case determinations of
employment status for FTCA purposes.

Thank you for your attention to this
matter,

The Office of Management and Budget
advises that it has no objection to the sub-
mission of this letter to the Congress.

Very truly yours,
WiLLiaM E. BROCK.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Washington, DC, July 29, 1985.

Hon. WiLLiAM S, BROOMFIELD,

Ranking Minority Member, Commitlee on
Foreign Affairs, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

Dear Brrn: This is to request that the
House conferees agree to an amendment on
H.R. 2068, a bill to authorize appropriations
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for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 for the De-
partment of State, the United States Infor-
mation Agency and the Board of Interna-
tional Broadcasting, and for other purposes.
The amendment would be consistent with
what we believe to be the intent of the
House in adopting two provisions concern-
ing the availability of Federal workers’' com-
pensation benefits for persons hired pursu-
ant to personal service contracts under au-
thority created by this legislation. By sepa-
rate letter we are requesting that the
Senate conferees recede to the House with
the same amendment.

This action by the conferees is necessary
in order to prevent the bill from establish-
ing an unfortunate precedent for coverage
under the Federal Employees’ Compensa-
tion Act (FECA). FECA provides workers'
compensation benefits to Federal employees
and persons who are deemed to have an em-
ployment-type relationship with the Feder-
al Government. Sections 110 and 115(b)3)
of the Senate substitute, however, would go
beyond this current FECA approach by ex-
plicitly providing benefits for individuals
who have no employment-type relationship
with the Federal Government. Specifically,
the Senate substitute would make FECA
benefits available to independent contrac-
tors who have entered into business rela-
tionships with U.S. missions abroad when-
ever any such contractor is injured on the
job. This would not only be contrary to the
intent of the FECA, but also open the door
to extention of the program to cover other
independent contractors, both within the
U.S. and abroad.

The House bill contains language that was
intended to solve this problem. Even though
we believe that the intent of the House is
clear, the text of the House provisions
seems to indicate that those hired under
contract authority are not Federal employ-
ees for any purpose, including FECA, re-
gardless of the nature of their actual em-
ployment relationship with the Federal
Government under traditional legal con-
cepts. Accordingly, we recommend that the
conferees accede to the position of the
House in this matter, but accept an amend-
ment of the House provisions to help ensure
that the intent of the House is properly ef-
fectuated.

A copy of appropriate amendments is en-
closed. The amendments would use lan-
guage first suggested by the Administration
in S. 658. The language is identical to that
used in connection with personal service
contract authority in the Foreign Assistance
Act (22 U.8.C. 2396(a)(3)). The amendments
state that personnel hired under the person-
al service contracts in question are not Fed-
eral employees with respect to laws adminis-
terd by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment. By not specifying the status of these
personnel under FECA, which is adminis-
tered by the Department of Labor, it allows
this Department to determine—as it has for
many years in similar situations—whether
an individual has the necessary employment
relationship with the Federal Government
to establish FECA coverage.

The amendments would also affect the ap-
plication of the provisions in question to the
Federal Tort Claims Act (FT'CA). Both the
House bill and Senate substitute deal with
FTCA coverage in connection with the per-
sonal service contracts involved in the same
manner as they deal with FECA coverage.
Our proposed amendments would, as with
FECA, allow case-by-case determinations of
employment status for FTCA purposes.
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Thank you for your attention to this
matter.

The Office of Management and Budget
advises that it has no objection to the sub-
mission of this letter to the Congress.

Very truly yours,
WiLLiaM E. BROCK,

U.S. Department of State,
Washington, DC, August 7, 1985.
Hon. AucusTus HAWKINS,

CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
AND LaBoR, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Dear Mr. Chairman: In connection with
the pending enactment of H.R. 2068, the
State Department authorization bill for FY
86-87, I would like to clarify our under-
standing as to the intent and effect of sec-
tions 112 and 118 of the bill.

Sections 112 and 118 concern the overseas
contracting authority of the Secretary of
State. It is the position of the Administra-
tion—and we understand that this position
is econsistent with that of the managers of
the bill for the House of Representatives
and the Senate—that neither sections 112 or
118 contained in the Conference Report
may be construed so as to affect the Secre-
tary of Labor’s existing authority under the
Federal Employees Compensation Act to de-
termine questions involving the employ-
ment relationship of any individual with the
United States Government and the applica-
tion of any benefits under that act to any
such individual. It is further understood by
the Administration that the terms “any
other law administered by the Secretary (of
State)” may not be construed, and is not in-
tended to grant the Secretary of State any
authority to decide questions of eligibility of
such individuals for medical and disability
benefits under the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act,

In addition, the Department of State is in
full accord with Secretary Brock's leiter of
July 29, 1985 on the same subject with re-
spect to the Federal Employees Compensa-
tion Act.

I would appreciate it if you could make
this letter a matter of record in connection
with the enactment of this measure.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
WirLriam L. BaLy III,
Assistant Secretary
Legisiative and Inlergovernmental Affairs.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FAsceELL].

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman from Flor-
ida, the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on International Operations, the
gentlewoman from Maine, the ranking
minority member, and the other mem-
bers of the subcommittee, all of whom
were conferees, for the outstanding
job they did in handling this complex
legislation so adroitly, first in the
House and then in conference.

Agreement on this major legislation
where there were more than 90 differ-
ences between the House and Senate
versions is another strong indication
of congressional determination to
work in a bipartisan manner to assure
that the views of Congress are taken
into account in the shaping of ourna-
tional security policies.
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Increasingly America's security and
our economic welfare are linked to
events around the globe. We have no
choice other than.full involvement in
world affairs. To be successful the
United States must maintain a strong,
first-rate diplomatic establishment
just as we sustain a strong military.

Congressman DAN Mica, chairman
of our International Operations Sub-
committee, and his colleagues on the
subcommittee have done an outstand-
ing job in crafting legislation which
will assure that the President has the
kind of foreign policy instruments
needed to protect and promote Ameri-
can interests abroad. I also want to
commend my counterpart, Senator
RicaARD LUGAR, for the vigorous lead-
ership he has displayed in assuring
that both this bill and the foreign aid
bill will soon be law.

I would like to take this opportunity
to commend the Senate and the
House, and in particular the two sub-
committee chairmen, the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
[Mr. BonNkEeR], and the distinguished
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Mica], as
well as the gentlewoman from Maine
[Ms. Swowel, for their successful
effort to establish in this legislation a
clear statutory basis for international
telecommunications satellite policy.
This provision assures that, as the
international telecommunications net-
works enters upon a newly competitive
era, the United States will firmly sup-
port policies that assure the continued
viability of Intelsat. Intelsat has
served well U.S. national and foreign
policy interests since it was created by
the Communications Satellite Act of
1962, and this provision will assure
that it will continue to be able to do
80.
Finally, I would like to thank the
members of the full committee staff
and the staff of the International Op-
erations Subcommittee for the excel-
lent job they did in assisting us with
this very important legislation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleague
from Florida in urging the House to
adopt the conference report for the
State Department authorization, and 1
want to take this opportunity to com-
mend him for his excellent leadership
on this legislation. He has managed this
legislation in a fair, efficient manner
during the entire process, from subcom-
mittee hearings through the resolution
of over 90 differences in conference. I
also would note for the Members of
the House the speed with which this
legislation has moved through the leg-
islative process. This authorization,
along with the foreign aid bill, are the
first major authorizations to be passed
in final form, I think all the members
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of the full Foreign Affairs Committee,
particularly our chairman and ranking
Republican, deserve  considerable
credit for the work they have done.

I would also like to thank my col-
leagues on the International Oper-
ations Subcommittee for their valua-
ble contribution. Each of the members
played an important role in the devel-
opment of this authorization, and it
was because of their efforts that we
have before the House legislation that
should receive your strong support.
And I should.not go on without also
praising the efforts of our staff. Their
work over the past 2 weeks is responsi-
ble for what was certainly the most co-
operative and productive conference I
have ever experienced.

At every stage of this bill's progress
through the House, those involved
have worked together in a genuine
spirit of cooperation and compromise.
I am pleased to say that that process
continued during conference. The con-
ference report we have before us now
represents a fair compromise with the
other body, contains a number of im-
portant new initiatives, and comes in
below a freeze from last years appro-
priations,

Unlike the foreign aid bill, the issues
contained in the State Department au-
thorization do not create headlines.
But while the foreign aid bill is Con-
gress’ strategic input into U.S. foreign
policy, the State Department authori-
zation deals with the tactical nuts and
bolts of foreign policy. Through the
State Department authorization, Con-
gress has great influence on the struc-
ture and direction of U.S. foreign
policy. This bill authorizes appropria-
tions, and establishes policies for a
wide array of bodies, such as the State
Department, the U.S. Information
Agency, the Board for International
Broadcasting, and a range of interna-
tional organizations.

Expenses and fiscal constraints have
been constantly in our minds.as we
have worked to fashion this bill. The
conference report is $70 million below
fiscal year 1985's appropriated level.
We achieved these reductions even
while maintaining the important mod-
ernization programs of Voice of Amer-
ica, Radio Free Europe, and Radio Lib-
erty.

The heart of the bill, of course, is
authorization for the basic functions
of the Department of State. Although
the State Department is the smallest
of the Federal departments, it is in-
volved in many vital areas not usually
thought of as core State Department
activities. Such efforts range from
international drug control, to combat-
ing terrorism, to control over the
export of sensitive technology.

Many of the new initiatives con-
tained in the bill were requested by
the administration, but the legislation
before us is very much an expression
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of congressional will. Probably the
most significant new initiative in the
bill is the first congressional action on
the Inman panel report on overseas se-
curity, on which my colleague on the
International Operations Subcommit-
tee—the gentleman from Florida—
served so ably. The improvements con-
tained in this bill for security meas-
ures at the Department of State and
U.S. missions abroad, is a reflection of
the Inman panel’s call for a new secu-
rity ethic at the Department of State.
But while the increased profile for em-
bassy security in the bill is significant,
the task before us is far more vast
than can be fully addressed in this leg-
islation. I can assure the Members of
the House that we will continue work-
ing to implement the full scope of the
Inman panel recommendations, so
that U.S. missions abroad will cease to
be easy targets for terrorist threats.

I would like to draw special atten-
tion to several other provisions relat-
ing to the State Department. During
subcommittee hearings, the State De-
partment requested that its perma-
nent authority to provide funding for
United Nations and Middle Eastern
peacekeeping forces be abandoned. I,
and other members of the Subcommit-
tee, felt that such an action would
move in the wrong direction. We be-
lieved that it would be more produc-
tive to bring Congress earlier into
peacekeeping decisions by requiring
yearly authorization for the appro-
priation of funds for U.N. peacekeep-
ing forces. I am pleased that this pro-
vision was retained in the conference
report.

This bill also addresses the thorny
issue of reform in the U.N. budget
process. For the first time, both bodies
passed provisions dealing with needed
financial reform in the United Na-
tions, and the final legislation before
us would give the President leverage
to encourage real reform at the United
Nations. Agreement was reached that
if the United Nations has not instituted
weighted voting on budget matters
after two more General Assemblies,
the United States would cut back its
contribution to no more than 20 per-
cent of the U.N. budget. Presently, the
United States is assessed 25 percent of
the U.N. budget, but we have one lone
vote on deciding how much money the
United Nations should spend, and how
our money should be used. Let me
assure my colleagues that this provi-
sion will carry out the intent of Con-
gress.

The automatic majority of votes on
spending proposals from countries
that provide negligible funding, is a
direct cause of the U.N.'s fiscal irre-
sponsibility. Thanks to the efforts of
my colleague from New York [Mr.
SoLomoN], who offered the House pro-
vision on the United Nations, we are
all aware of the excessive salaries and
pensions of U.N. employees. What may
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not be as well known, is the number of
needless projects and programs that
get underway because of the current
voting practices at the United Nations.

For instance, in the midst of the
severe and tragic famine in Ethiopia,
the United Nations decided to build a
new maultimillion-dollar conference
center in Addis Ababa, the capital of
Ethiopia. Of course, the United States
is still expected to pay a quarter of the
costs.

The provision in the conference
report, however, should not be con-
strued as anti-United Nations. This is
made clear in the statement of manag-
ers, and in fact the bill authorizes a
full U.S. contribution to the United
Nations for the next 2 years in antici-
pation that progress will be made.
There is a growing consensus on both
sides of the aisle, in both bodies, and
in the United Nations itself, that
budget reform will be key to the con-
tinued health and viability of the
United Nations.

Before moving away from the De-
partment of State, I would like to
mention that the conference report
contains the basic language passed by
the House expressing our concern over
the murder of DEA agent Camarena
in Mexico, and that country’s slow
progress in taking action against drug
traffickers that endanger all U.S. citi-
zens unfortunate enough to be mistak-
en for drug agents. A compromise was
reached that would urge in the strong-
est terms that the State Department
issue a travel advisory for the most
dangerous areas of Mexico until the
cases of a number of murdered and
missing Americans are resolved.

Another major provision in the
State Department bill authorizes
funding for the U.S. Information
Agency. Last year USIA began a much
needed modernization program. The
subcommittee looked carefully at
actual outlays in this program at
USIA, and decided that the adminis-
tration’s request for the agency could
be. scaled back without endangering
the modernization program.

The bill also shifts a requested $3.3
million for USIA’s new Worldnet Tele-
vision Program to the Book Program,
which has long suffered, the subcom-
mittee believed, from insufficient
funding. This shift provides for more
controlled and purposeful growth in
Worldnet.

The bill and the conference took sev-
eral important actions relating to the
National Endowment for Democracy,
which has been controversial in the
past. Subcommittee members and con-
ferees approached this issue with the
determination to arrive at agreements
that all sides could support. We pro-
vide in this bill for full disclosure of
the Endowment’s actions as if it were
a Government agency to reassure
those who questioned its activities. We
did this, however, without placing an
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undue burden on the small staff and
resources of the National Endowment
for Democracy. We reached agreement
with the other body on support for
the important activities of the party
institutes, while ensuring that the in-
stitutes have no financial connection
with the parties, and have no involve-
ment in political campaigns, whether
foreign or domestic.

A third major area in the legislation
is authorization for the Board of
International Broadcasting, which
oversees the activities of Radio Liberty
and Radio Free Europe. There are two
significant provisions relating to the
Board for International Broadcasting.
One provision allows for the inaugura-
tion of a radio program to Soviet-occu-
pied Afghanistan, if it proves techni-
cally feasible. Another provision urges
increased broadcasting to the Jewish
population in the Soviet Union, and
calls for a study on the advisability of
establishing a separate Radio Macca-
bee to broadcast to Soviet Jewry.

I urge my colleagues to vote for pas-
sage of this legislation, so that before
we begin the August district work
period, we can take some pride in
having achieved final passage this
week on the two key foreign affairs
authorizations: The foreign aid bill,
and the State Department authoriza-
tion. This will have been a consider-
able accomplishment, especially con-
sidering the difficulties with the for-
eign aid bill over the past few years.
Such an accomplishment would be due
largely to the energy and spirit of co-
operation of the chairman of the For-
eign Affairs Committee, the gentle-
man from Florida, and the ranking
Republican of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

In addition, I have nothing but
praise for my colleague from Florida
on the subcommittee for his leader-
ship on this legislation. As the new
chairman of the International Oper-
ations Subcommittee, the gentleman
did an exemplary job managing the
bill, and as the new ranking Republi-
can on the subcommittee, I always
found him cooperative, and most of all
fair. I look forward to working with
him on other issues to be considered
by the subcommittee and on oversight
of these agencies.

Mr. Speaker, we have brought the
House a sound authorization bill, and
I urge the Members to support the
conference report.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. MICA. I would just like to take a
moment to thank the gentlewoman for
the very fine compliments and say
that the cooperation that we have
seen on this subcommittee, the full
committee and on the floor of this
House I think has been unmatched
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this year, and it would not have been
possible without your work and the
work of the minority, and we are very
pleased that we have come this far
this way.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments and
also his exemplary leadership on this
issue. Not only has he been coopera-
tive but he has been fair in every re-
spect.

So I would urge, Mr. Speaker, pas-
sage of this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time
at he may consume to the distin-
guished ranking Republican on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
gentleman from  Michigan [Mr.
BROOMFIELD].

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
offer my support for the conference
report before us. Thanks to the hard
work of both Members and staff and
the spirit of cooperation which has
prevailed, the report before us was
made possible, I urge my colleagues to
adopt the conference report for the
State Department authorization.

The conference report we have
before us represent a fair compromise
with the other body. The report con-
tains a number of important new ini-
tiatives and has authorization levels
below the 1985 freeze levels.

Through the State Department au-
thorization, Congress has great influ-
ence on the direction of U.S. foreign
policy.

This bill authorizes appropriations,
and establishes policies for a wide
array of bodies. These include the
State Department, the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency, the Board for Interna-
tional Broadcasting, and a range of
international organizations.

Unlike the foreign aid bill, which
was recently passed, the issues con-
tained in the State Department au-
thorization do not create headlines.
The authorization, however, is critical
in that it deals with the nuts and bolts
of foreign policy.

It is commendable that fiscal con-
straints have been carefully consid-
ered in the crafting of this bill. The
conference report is not only $150 mil-
lion below the House-passed bill, but is
$70 million below fiscal year 1985's ap-
propriated levels as well.

Although the State Department is
the smallest of the Federal depart-
ment, it is involved in many vital areas
not usually thought of as traditional
diplomatic activities.

The most significant new intiative in
the bill is the first congressional
action on the Inman panel report on
overseas security. The improvements
contained in this bill for security
measures at the Department of State
and U.S. missions abroad are a reflec-
tion of the Inman panel’s call for a
new emphasis on security at the De-
partment of State.
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Another important aspect of the bill
is a call for financial reform in the
United Nation's budget process. A key
provision allows for the inauguration
of a radio program to Soviet-Occupied
Afghanistan and wurges increased
broadcasting to the Jewish population
in the Soviet Union.

I urge my colleagues to support this
conference report and pass the State
Department authorization.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker. I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
McCaIn].

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlelady from Maine [Ms.
Snowel for yielding to me, and I
would also like to echo her views con-
cerning the outstanding work of our
subcommittee chairman, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. Mical, who has
done yeoman-like work in order to
achieve a bipartisan and widely sup-
ported piece of legislation.

I do not believe that it could have
been possible without the active par-
ticipation and leadership of Congress-
woman SNOWE.

I would like to discuss the issue of
the National Endowment for Democ-
racy, which has been the subject of a
great deal of scrutiny and debate over
the last few years. Valid concerns have
been raised. :

And I believe that this bill addresses
most of these concerns. Some of those
concerns were allegations of improper
grants to questionable organizations;
possible use of NED funds for direct
involvement in a country’s political ac-
tivities, and the question of funding
for the Democratic and Republican
Party institutes.

I believe that beginning at the sub-
committee level, these issues were
largely resolved. The USIA now has
the right to audit the National Endow-
ment for Democracy. Language setting
out restrictions on grant activities in-
cluding consultations with U.S. chiefs
of missions overseas is included.

Specific language on limitations of
the activities of the party institutes, a
very important item, is in this bill.

The conference substitute leaves full
coverage of the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act in place, yet it relieves some
of the Freedom of Information Act's
burden.

The USIA will be responsible for all
costs and litigation relating to requests
for the release of information.

There was some questions about how
the grants were made and the deci-
sionmaking process that was involved.
I believe that the Freedom of Informa-
tion aspect of this bill will clear up a
lot of controversy surrounding that
issue.
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The National Endowment for De-
mocracy has an important role to play
and has already made great strides in
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aiding the establishment of Democrat-
ic institutions in other countries. With
the language included in this year's
authorization, I believe we have made
it more accountable to the American
taxpayer, important changes have
been made, and I believe they deserve
our support.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCAIN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentleman for his ef-
forts in this area and I am pleased the
conference committee accepted his
recommendation and initiative. The
gentleman from Arizona certainly has
made a valuable contribution in devel-
oping the proper approach to opening
up the files and providing access to
the documents at the National Endow-
ment for Democracy.

Mr. Speaker, the Members of the
House should know the contribution
the gentleman has made, because it
was his insight that led to an appropri-
ate solution without creating an undue
burden on the agency. So I want to
commend the gentleman for his lead-
ership on this issue and also other
issues within the jurisdiction of the
subcommittee.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the gentle-
woman from Maine.

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. SUNDQUIST. I thank the gen-
tlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to express my appre-
ciation to the distinguished chairman
of this committee, the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee as well
as the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan, our ranking member [Mr.
BroomriELp]l, and the distinguished
gentlewoman from Maine for their co-
operation and their assistance and un-
derstanding. I wanted to express it not
only to all of you but to the staff as
well.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding, and I join my col-
leagues in commending the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Mical, our ranking minority member,
the gentlewoman from Maine [Ms.
Swowel, and our distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FascerLL]l and our ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BroomrierLp], for bringing
this measure to the floor in such an
expeditious manner, similar to the ex-
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peditious manner in which we adopted
the foreign aid bill just a few days ago.

I want to particularly commend our
staffs for having worked out the nu-
merous complex issues that were in-
volved in this measure, saving valuable
time on the floor and in conference.

This measure, Mr. Speaker, deals
with some extremely important issues:
Security of diplomatic posts, the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy, and
particularly those sections relating to
narcotics trafficking which strengthen
the International Narcotics Matters
Bureau's personnel system and in-
crease interagency cooperation with
respect to the sharing of information
on drug traffickers. We also urge new
extradition treaties and the ecreation
of a new International Commission on
Narcoties.

With regard to security, this confer-
ence report provides authority, as pro-
vided in the House, but not the Senate
bill, for State Department special
agents to make arrests and carry fire-
arms as they discharge their duties.
The Senate accepted House provisions
for the protection of foreign missions.

We have in this conference report a
requirement that the Secretary of
State increase his efforts to negotiate
updated extradition treaties relating
to narcotics offenses.

The conference report also contains
information on such issues as an ear-
mark for expenses associated with cer-
tain games for the handicapped, such
as the Special Olympics—referred to
the statement of the managers, be-
cause of a typographical error, as the
“Senior Olympics”, games organized
by the National Handicapped Sports
and Recreation Association, and other
important international events sport-
ing events, such as the Pan American
Games, to be held in Indianapolis, IN,
in 1987.

Mr. Speaker, this bill also includes
provisions providing for a scholarship
program aimed at disadvantaged stu-
dents from developing countries to
study in the United States. The com-
mittee has found that under present
arrangements, an insufficient number
of underprivileged students are reach-
ing our shores for college study. The
fact is that many of the bright, but
disadvantaged, to manage to reach po-
sitions of influence in their home
countries. The bulk of such students
are now coming to the Soviet Union
for their university studies. We should
be making opportunities available for
all sorts of individuals to come and
study here, and the conference substi-
tute, which tracks a provision of the
House foreign aid bill, does just that.

The bill contains compromise lan-
guage on the degree to which Japan is
currently meeting its obligation to
defend the West. I think it is unfortu-
nate that the Congress now singles out
just one of many of our allies who may
be lacking in some respect, in our view,
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with respect to their contributions to
the defense of the West. It is possible
that this language may be counterpro-
ductive in our efforts to continue to
engage Japan in constructive discus-
sions on the efforts they may make in
the future, and perhaps does not suffi-
ciently recognize the efforts that have
been made up to this point by the Jap-
anese Government under the leader-
ship of Prime Minister Nakasone. I
would not want the language of the
bill or the report to be misinterpreted
in Japan as indicating anything near
widespread dissatisfaction with the
Japanese effort. I think that the Japa-
nese effort may be misunderstood, but
is substantial and increasing. It is pos-
sible that the report called for in this
bill, while perhaps singling out one of
the allies unjustly, will make it easier
for the American people, and the Con-
gress, to see just how well Japan is
doing, and laying some fears to rest,
while allowing us to concentrate on
the areas in which more progress
might be needed.

Mr. Speaker, while this legislation is
highly complex and technical, and it is
not by any means glamour legislation,
it is necessary for the operation of the
American foreign policy machinery.
Moreover, it contains certain items by
which the Congress his been able to
express its will on important policy
matters. I congratulate once again the
Members and staff who have worked
so hard on the legislation and urge my
colleagues to support the conference
report.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. CoLEMAN].

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I thank
the chairman, the gentleman from
Florida, for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great
deal of concern by a number of mem-
bers of the border caucus with respect
to the original language contained in
the measure mandating to the State
Department that a travel advisory be
issued for the state of Jalisco in
Mexico, and certainly I wanted to have
the gentleman from Florida respond,
if he would, as to what the language
now contains and what the intent of
the committee is.

Mr. MICA. Essentially, the language
now has gone from a mandatory travel
advisory to a recommendation to the
Secretary of State to issue a travel ad-
visory if he deems so appropriate.

The Secretary is also required every
90 days to supply a report to the Con-
gress on the progress made on this sit-
uation.

I might indicate that I am fully
aware of the sensitivity of this issue,
and that was addressed by the confer-
ees in attempting to make a recom-
mendation, as they would with any
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country that they have some concerns
that there might be a problem with.

Our comment from the State De-
partment was, No. 1, they welcome
this recommendation; No. 2, they will
give us comment as to the Secretary’s
feelings as to how far Mexico has gone
to comply with our desires in this par-
ticular case.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. And I
would just reiterate that it is up to the
Secretary of State to make that deter-
mination rather than the Congress.

Mr. MICA. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I thank
the gentleman. I want to just tell the
gentleman that I very much appreci-
ate the fact that this committee has
worked with our caucus.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and want to com-
mend the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
CoLEMAN], and the border caucus for
their efforts to combat narcotics traf-
ficking.

Mr. Speaker, I welcome the gentle-
man’s concern about the Mexican
trade advisory issue. We have ad-
dressed that issue with the Secretary
of State and have been informed that
the Department of State does not feel
at this time that the conditions in
Mexico warrant the imposition of a
travel advisory. The Department fur-
ther advises that information on the
Camerena and other disappearance
cases have been provided to the State
Department and is presently available
to the Congress, and that the State
Department is continuing monitoring
the safety of our citizens in all coun-
tries and issues travel advisories as
warranted. The State Department
notes that the Mexican Government is
fully aware of the concerns of the
Congress in regard to this issue and
has taken additional steps to improve
the safety of Americans in Mexico.

I might add that both our Foreign
Affairs Committee and the Select
Committee on Narcotics are closely
monitoring developments with regard
to the narcotics issue in Mexico.

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. I thank
the gentleman. I appreciate the lan-
guage of the committee and the work
it has done in this area.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. BoNKER].

Mr. BONKER. I thank the chairman
for yielding. I want to take this oppor-
tunity to commend the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Mical and the rank-
ing minority Member [Ms. Snowe] for
a really extraordinary task of resolv-
ing the 90-some issues in this authori-
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zation bill, and actually being able to
accomplish it without a formal session
of the conferees. We are proud of the
efforts that were made and the final
product.

I think the chairman understands
my disappointment with respect to the
conferees' decision which in effect will
allow the appointment of Defense De-
partment personnel as part of the U.S.
permanent delegation at Cocom in
Paris, but I am pleased to see that our
language on Intelsat, as we amended
the bill in the House, has remained
intact. I want to note that this
Intelsat language, of course, will su-
persede any report language by any
other committee of this body.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. BONKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. MICA. I would just like to say,
for the record, with regard to the
Cocom issue, my disappointment is as
strong and as great as the gentleman’s,
and I cannot tell him how much I am
concerned about it. I expect to pursue
this directly and hope the gentleman
will join me with the Secretary of
State as soon as we complete this legis-
lation.

Mr. BONKER. 1 appreciate the
chairman’s comments and his support
of our efforts to see that the State De-
partment be retained as our represent-
ative of the U.S. delegation at Cocom.

Mr. Speaker, as we today consider
the conference report on H.R. 2068,
the State Department authorization
bill, I would like to call to my col-
leagues attention two important issues
in this legislation.

The decision of the conferees to
allow the appointment of Defense De-
partment personnel to the U.S. perma-
nent delegation at Cocom—the inter-
national coordinating committee on
multilateral export controls located in
Paris—is a serious setback for U.S. for-
eign policy interests in general, and
American exporters, specifically. Amid
intense administration lobbying and at
the insistence of the Senate majority
conferees, a House provision to retain
the State Department as the single
U.S. voice at Cocom was deleted from
the final legislation. That action also
permits $2 million of Defense Depart-
ment funds to be used for the expan-
sion of the Cocom facilities.

Although the Secretary of State re-
tains the legal authority to represent
the United States at Cocom, it will
now be most difficult for the State De-
partment to exercise that responsibil-
ity. Defense Department personnel
alone will outnumber diplomatic rep-
resentatives, and other U.S. depart-
ments and agencies will now demand
permanent representation at Cocom
comparable to the Defense Depart-
ment’s presence. This loss of control
by the State Department will cause
interagency disagreements on export
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control policy previously settled in
Washington to erupt in Paris, confus-
ing and irritating our allies who par-
ticipate with us in controlling the
export of advanced technologies
through the Cocom process. Any sem-
blance of unity in U.S, policy and ne-
gotiating positions will be lost. This
has happened all too often in the past,
when various departments and agen-
cies sent mere advisors to Cocom. It
will be a far more serious problem
with them permanently represented
there. The net effect of this multi-
agency permanent U.S. delegation can
only be less U.S. effectiveness, thereby
weakening multilateral export control
efforts at a time when they are the
most critically needed.

I intend to continue my efforts to
achieve unity and efficiency in U.S.
export control administration by re-
storing exclusive State Department
representation on U.S. positions at
Cocom. I will reintroduce my amend-
ment shortly as a separate bill, and
look for a legislative vehicle to send
that provision to the President’s desk
as soon as possible.

In the meantime, the American busi-
ness community should make no mis-
take about it—the administration,
stretching to the maximum extent
possible its diseretionary authorities
under the Export Administration Act,
has turned over the U.S. export con-
trol system to the Department of De-
fense. This militarization of the
Cocom process has been done unilater-
ally, in violation of the rule of consen-
sus that governs Cocom. No other
Cocom nation has appointed military
personnel to its permanent delegation
at Cocom, and no common policy to do
so has been adopted by Cocom.

I predict the practical effect of these
developments will be greater delays
and rejections of the more than $10
billion in proposed U.S. exports which
must clear Cocom each year. These ob-
stacles will occur from broader export
controls insisted upon by the Defense
Department officials, and from retalia-
tion against U.S. export control de-
mands.

The responsibility for these develop-
ments and the damage to U.S. trade,
which I believe will be severe, now
rests squarely on the shoulders of the
Reagan administration and the senior
majority members of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and the
Senate Banking Committee who insist-
ed on this action. U.S. companies,
large and small, encountering prob-
lems at Cocom with their export li-
censes should hereafter address their
complaints and appeals for help to
those who have given the Defense De-
partment the controlling hand in U.S.
export control policy.

On the issue of U.S. telecommunica-
tions satellite policy, Congress in this
legislation establishes a clear and de-
finitive statutory basis for U.S. policy
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initially prescribed by the Communi-
cations Saiellite Act of 1962. The legis-
lation commands U.S. support for
competition in international satellite
service, to the extent that this compe-
tition does not prevent Intelsat's
global network from serving the unify-
ing aims laid down in the 1962 act.

The legislation accomplishes two
principal objectives. First, it codifies in
statute Presidential Determination
No. 85-2, and the conditions estab-
lished thereunder by Secretary of
State Shultz and Secretary of Com-
merce Baldrige. This determination
provides that, in order to meet our
international obligations and to avoid
significant economic harm to Intelsat,
U.S. sponsored separate international
satellite systems must be coordinated
with Intelsat pursuant to article
XIV(d) of the Intelsat Agreement, and
must be limited to providing private,
customized telecommunications serv-
ices. They must not be interconnected
to public, switched networks. As indi-
cated in the Statement of Managers,
the Congress anticipates that the
President will review Determination
No. 85-2 from time to time, to see if its
terms continue to serve the aims of
protecting the viability of Intelsat and
ensuring an efficient and responsive
telecommunications system, as well as
other U.S. interests, and, further, that
he will recommend to the Congress
any changes he finds may be neces-
sary.

Second, the legislation assures U.S.
support for an amendment to the
Intelsat Agreement, article V(d), nec-
essary to ensure that Intelsat has the
tools to compete in the new competi-
tive environment that the United
States is taking the lead in establish-
ing. Such an amendment must author-
ize Intelsat in exceptional circum-
stances to establish cost-based charges
for individual traffic routes. Without
such an amendment, Intelsat could be
artificially constrained from meeting
competition. The terms of this impor-
tant provision in the conference
report, which was much discussed
when the legislation was on the House
floor in May, are virtually identical to
the original House version. Its sub-
stance is unaltered: The Secretary of
State has discretion in determining
the scope and character of an appro-
priate amendment, but he must sup-
port amending article V(d) to confer,
in meaningful form, the authority for
Intelsat to establish cost-based rates
for individual routes.

In this regard, I would note that cer-
tain language touching on this issue
appears in the Statement of Managers
of the Conference Report on the fiscal
1985 supplemental appropriations bill,
H.R. 2577. This report language would
appear to make U.S. support for an
amendment to article V(d) contingent
upon the absence of a Presidential de-
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termination that such an amendment
is not in the national interest. Such
language, similar to language offered
and rejected while H.R. 2068 was
before the House, was also offered and
also rejected in connection with the
conference. It is inconsistent with a
basic purpose and the express provi-
sions of this legislation. As mere
report language, is overridden by it. I
understand that there are other provi-
sions of this report language which
could be construed to make U.S. sup-
port for an appropriate amendment to
article V(d) discretionary or contin-
gent. These are likewise superseded by
the adoption of this bill.

In addition to the above provisions
taken from the House bill, the confer-
ees reported a new subsection c(2).
This subsection, to ensure that rates
by Intelsat are cost-based, the Secre-
tary of State after consultation with
the Secretary of Commerce and the
chairman of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall instruct
Comsat, the U.S. signatory to Intel-
sat's Operating Agreement, to ensure
that significant documentation is pro-
vided by Intelsat to verify that such
rates are in fact cost-based. As ex-
plained by the Statement of Manag-
ers, the new subsection also provides
that the Government shall see that
such documentation is made available
to interested parties on a timely basis.
This new subsection does not necessar-
ily contemplate the provision of any
further information by Intelsat to
Comsat or the U.S. Government than
is now routinely provided. Comsat, as
a holder of 23 percent of the voting
power on Intelsat’s Board of Goven-
ors, has immediate access to all infor-
mation about Intelsat's revenues and
costs, and the basis for its charges, and
such information is promptly made
available to the U.S. Government by
Comsat.

I should emphasize that the limita-

tions in the new subsection on disclo-
sure and dissemination of Intelsat fi-
nancial information are intentional
and very important. In particular, the
less precise and less carefully delimit-
ed provisions in the report of the fiscal
1985 supplemental appropriations con-
ference report—providing for the “re-
lease” of such information, and pro-
viding for disclosure of information
about “allocation of costs” as well as
information about “revenues and
costs”’—are overridden by the legisla-
tion now before the House. Such pro-
visions were offered and specifically
rejected in connection with the confer-
ence on H.R. 2068.
@ Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, on July 18,
I introduced H.R. 3043, to require the
Secretary of State to promulgate regu-
lations which would, for the first time,
allow the United States to monitor
and control improper or illegal activi-
ties of certain employees of the U.S.
Secretariat.
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This legislation was introduced as a
free-standing bill because the State
Department authorizations bill had al-
ready been considered in the House
and because intelligence authoriza-
tions were considered under a restrict-
ed rule. Fortunately, Senator WiLLiAM
V. RoTtH, of Delaware, successfully of-
fered nearly identical language as an
amendment to State authorizations in
the other body. The goal of H.R. 3043
was to draw attention to this serious
problem and to assist House conferees
to accept this important language.

‘Our colleague, Mr. Rupp of Arizona,
pointed out the report of the Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence,
Senate Print 99-52, reveals a relentless
abuse of the U.N. personnel system
and unrestricted travel by Soviet and
other employees of the Secretariat.
This House will lose a great friend of
freedom when the gentleman from Ar-
izona leaves this body. He, more than
many of us, saw the pressing need to
control the information hemorrhage
to the enemies of freedom caused by
this egregious loophole.

1 wish to commend the 40 bipartisan
cosponsors who have joined me in
sponsoring H.R. 3043. And I particu-
larly commend the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Affairs, Mr. FasceLL of Florida;
the ranking Republican member of
Foreign Affairs, Mr. BROOMFIELD of
Michigan; the chairman and ranking
Republican of the Subcommittee on
International Operations, Mr. Mica of
Florida and Ms. Snowe of Maine for
their assistance in preserving the
other body’s language with technical
amendments as contained in H.R.
3043. Of course, I also salute the other
conferees for addressing this pressing
problem.

It is my hope that the Secretary of
State will work closely with interested
Members of Congress, the intelligence
community, and individuals vitally
concerned with drug smuggling so as
to effectively apply stringent stand-
ards to those few United Nations em-
ployee who have exploited their privi-
lege of living in the United States to
break our laws and raid information
sources.

Section 141 of the conference report

to accompany H.R. 2068 is a major
breakthrough and is a shining exam-
ple of bipartisanship and cooperation
between both Houses of Congress.e@
@ Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I go
on record today as being opposed to
the outrageously high level of funding
authorized in the conference report on
the Foreign Assistance Act authoriza-
tions for fiscal years 1986 and 1987.

It is unconscionable that Congress
should vote nearly $13 billion in for-
eign assistance at a time when our own
citizens are being asked to bear the
brunt of domestic spending cuts, many
of which will affect the elderly and
youths seeking an education. We owe
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it to our senior citizens to keep the
promises made to them in the past,
and yet I constantly receive letters
from members of this community
which urge me to vote for measures
which would entail considerable sacri-
fice on their part in order to reduce
the escalating national debt. These
people understand that we cannot con-
tinue to spend vast amounts in excess
of revenues without risking bankrupt-
cy.

Furthermore, it is deplorable to note
that half the amount authorized is
earmarked for military aid, rather
than economic or development assist-
ance. All countries, with the possible
exception of one, need humanitarian
and economic aid, not our security as-
sistance, in the amounts we send.

Please understand that I am not in-
sensitive to the plight of many of our
allies, who are threatened with either
vast social problems or the imminent
threat of totalitarian aggression. I am,
however, suggesting that we must first
put our own house in order, lest we
shortly find ourselves in a position
where we are powerless to help our-
selves, let alone the rest of the world.e

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, having no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, having no
further requests for time, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 350, nays
74, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 2361

YEAS—350

Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Badham
Barnard
Barnes
Bartlett
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett

Broyhill
Bruce

Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan
Chandler
Clay

Clinger

Coats

Cobey

Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
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Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle

Dornan (CA)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Early

Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Erdreich

Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler

Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolbe
Eolter
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce

Lantos
Leach (IA)
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Long

Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Lundine
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MeCain
McCloskey
MecCollum
MecCurdy
McDade
McGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
MecMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal

Nelson

Hammerschmidt Nichols

Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
Henry
Hiler

Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffords
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (TN)

Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Olin
Ortiz
Owens

Quillen
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Rahall
Rangel
Ray
Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Babo
Savage
Saxton
Scheuer
Schneider
Schuette
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spratt

8t Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stangeland
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli

NAYS—T4
Hertel
Hubbard
Hughes
Hunter
Jacobs
Jenkins
Jones (OK)
Kanjorski
Kindness
Latta
Luken
Lungren
Martin (IL)
McCandless
McEwen
Monson
Montgomery
Moorhead
Nielson
Pashayan
Penny
Petri
Ritter
Roberts
Roemer

NOT VOTING—9

Crane Eemp
Garcia Loeffler
Hefner Moody
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Messrs. HANSEN, RUDD, and JEN-
KINS changed their votes from “yea’”
to “nay.”

Mr. DICKINSON changed his vote
from “nay” to “yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, during
rollcall vote No. 286, the vote on the
conference report on the State De-
partment authorization, I was un-
avoidably detained and missed the
vote. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘aye.”

Archer
Armey
Barton
Bentley
Boulter
Brown (CO)
Burton (IN)
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chappie
Cheney
Coble

Craig
Dannemeyer
DeLay
Dreier
English
Evans (IA)
Fields
Frenzel
Gekas
Hansen
Hartnett
Hendon

Rogers

Rudd

Russo
Schaefer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shumway
Shuster
Slattery
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Solomon
Spence
Stenholm
Strang
Stump
Swindall
Walker
Watkins
Weaver
Weber
Whittaker

Alexander
Carr
Chappell

CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF
H.R. 2068, FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT, FISCAL
YEARS 1986 AND 1987

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I send to
the desk a concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 181) to correct the enroll-
ment of the bill H.R. 2068, and ask
unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. Cox. Res. 181

Resolved by the House of Representalives
fthe Senate concurring/, That, in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 2068) to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal years 1986 and 1987
for the Department of State, the United
States Information Agency, the Board for
International Broadcasting, and for other
purposes, the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives shall make the following correc-
tions:

(1) At the end of title I.of the bill, after
section 154, insert the following new section:
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“SEC. 155. SOVIET AND INTERNATIONAL COMMU-
NIST BEHAVIOR.

“Not later than one year after the date of
enactment of this section, the Secretary of
State shall prepare and transmit to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and to chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate, an unclassified
report on the advisability of establishing a
permanent office in the Department of
State to study Soviet and international
Communist behavior that violates the con-
cepts of national sovereignty and peace be-
tween nations. In conducting the study re-
guired by this section, the Secretary may
make use of suitably qualified journalists
and scholars.”.

(2) In the table of contents contained in
section 1(b), after the item relating to sec-
tion 154, insert the following new item:

“Sec. 155. Soviet and international Commu-
nist behavior.”.

(3) In section 812(c), strike out “The Presi-
dent should submit” and insert in lieu
thereof “ The President shall submit”.

(4) In section 813(b), strike out “It is the
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of
State and the Attorney General should”
and insert in lieu thereof *“The Secretary of
State and the Attorney General shall” and
strike out ‘“‘should transmit” and insert in
lieu thereof “shall transmit”.

(5) In section 151, amend subsection (c) to
read as follows:

(c) REDUCTION IN CONTRIBUTION IF SUB-
STANTIAL PROGRESS NoT MADE.—If the Secre-
tary of State determines pursuant to subsec-
tion (b) that substantiai progress has not
been made in correcting this practice, the
United States shall thereafter reduce the
amount of its annual assessed contribution
to the United Nations by the amount of
that contribution which is the United States
proportionate share of the salaries of those
international civil servants employed by the
United Nations who are returning any por-
tion of their salaries to their respective gov-
ernments.

Mr. MICA (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the concurrent resolution be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TRAFICANT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Flori-
da?

There was no objection.

The concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all members may
have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report on H.R. 2068, just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
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A POINT OF PERSONAL
PRIVILEGE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.

Speaker, I rise to a point of personal
privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BurTON]
wishes to state a point of personal
privilege, and the gentleman is recog-
nized

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, this morning the Docrkeep-
er's office issued the floor today
report, and in this report, the integrity
of myself and another member of the
minority, I believe, was impugned be-
cause it stated that we were offering
more .than 100 dilatory and frivolous
amendments to a very important piece
of legislation, that being the pay
equity bill, which is going to be debat-
ed later today, and I feel that is
enough reason for a point of personal
privilege.

I serve on the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, and I have
worked Iong and hard on this particu-
lar piece of legislation and proposed a
number of amendments in committee,
as well as a substitute. Along with my
colleague, I considered it an affront
when the majority party Doorkeeper
indicated on the floor today that our
amendments were frivolous and dila-
tory.

I have since talked with the Door-
keeper of the majority party, Mr.
Molloy. He was very kind and said it
was an error. We accept that, and we
hope it does not happen in the future.
Both sides should be respected in this
body as far as their amendments are
concerned, and I feel confident in the
future that they will be.

Mr, Speaker, if my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY],
does not have a request for time, I
yield back the balance of my time.

A POINT OF PERSONAL
PRIVILEGE

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
rise on a question of personal privi-
lege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will inquire, does the gentleman
rise for the same reason as the previ-
ous one?

Mr. ARMEY. For the same reason,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] is
recognized.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BurToN], I
think, explained the situation very
well. I was offended by this language,
and I did talk to the Doorkeeper and
he, being the gentleman that he is,
gave me an explanation. It was an
error on their part.
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Unfortunately, a member of his staff
copied the exact language by which
my amendments were described as
“dilatory” and the amendments of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUrRTON]
as “dilatory and frivolous” from the
Democrat Study Committee’s morning
report. Obviously, we cannot expect
the Doorkeeper’s staff to be responsi-
ble for such language as appears in
the Democrat Study Committee’s
report, and I did indeed accept his
apology. I think he was quite a gentle-
man about it. He gave us a full expla-
nation.

I do not choose to take the entire
hour that I have allotted for this dis-
cussion, for two reasons: first, al-
though I am prepared to discuss each
and every one of these amendments
and demonstrate them not to be dila-
tory, I do not believe I need to explain
that at this point. We will have ample
opportunity to do that during the
debate on the bill. The other reason is,
if indeed I were to take that hour and
delay the day’'s work and perhaps even
preempt some bills from being
brought to consideration today, that
indeed would be dilatory, and I would
not want to do that to this body.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3011, DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATION BILL, 1986

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Clerk be
authorized to correct any technical
and grammatical errors in the engross-
ment of the bill H.R. 3011, making ap-
propriations for the Department of
the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1986, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 1460, ANTI-
APARTHEID ACT OF 1985

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 251 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 251

Resolved, That all points of order against
the conference report on the bill (H.R. 1460)
to express the opposition of the United
States to the system of apartheid in South
Africa, and for other purposes, and against
consideration of the conference report are
hereby waived. The conference report shall
be considered as having been read when
called up for consideration.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Will the House now con-
sider House Resolution 251?

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, 1 object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 349, nays
75, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 287]

YEAS—349

Ackerman de la Garza

Addabbo
Akaka

Hendon
Henry
Hertel
Hiler

Hillis
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
EKanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeler
Kennelly

Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes

Bat

Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron

o A

Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Daub
Davis

Downey

Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar

Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell

Fazio
Feighan
Fiedler

Fish

Flippo

Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler

Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Long
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
MeCain
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
MeGrath
McHugh

Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
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Richardson
Ridge
Rinaldo
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer

McKernan
McKinney
McMillan
Meyers
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers

Neal

Nelson
Nichols

Swift

Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

‘Woll

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal

Russo

Sabo

Savage
Saxton
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette

Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sweeney

NAYS-T5

Hansen
Hartnett
Holt
Hunter
Ireland
Latta
Leath (TX)
Lewis (FL)
Lott

Lujan
Mack
MecCandless
MecCollum
McEwen
Michel
Monson
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Parris

Ritter
Roberts
Rogers

Roth

Rudd
Schaefer
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen

Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang

Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Boulter
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Chappie
Cheney
Cobey
Coble
Combest

Stump
Sundqguist
Swindall
Taylor

Hammerschmidt Quillen Vucanovich

NOT VOTING—9

Hefner Loeffler
Eemp Pepper
Lewls (CA) Whitten

0 1340

Mr. DANNEMEYER changed his
vote from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. SWEENEY, Mrs. BENTLEY,
and Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska changed
their votes from “nay” to “yea.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the House agreed to consider
House Resolution 251.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. LoTrT] and pend-
ing that, I yield myself such time as I
may use.

Mr. Speaker, this rule would permit
consideration of the conference report
on H.R. 1460, the bill to express the
opposition of the United States to the
system of apartheid in South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, under the rules of the
House conference reports are privi-
leged and are considered in the House
under the hour rule with no amend-
ments in order. In this instance, the
conferees reached agreement on this
matter just last night and the report
was filed in the House this morning.
This rule simply facilitates expeditious
consideration of the conference report
by waiving all points of order, includ-
ing any point of order against consid-
eration of the conference report. In
addition, the rule provides that when
the conference report is called up for
consideration, it shall be considered as
having been read.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I object to considering
this rule at this time for the simple
reason that Members do not have an
opportunity to review the conference
report. This rule waives all points of
order against the conference report.
Ordinarily, the Rules Committee
specifies what points of order it is
waiving. But this was brought up in
the Rules Committee as an emergency
matter, and on such short notice that
the Parliamentarian did not have ade-
quate time to determine just what pro-
visions violate which rules.

We were told that there is a possibil-
ity this violates the scope rule for con-
ference reports because this contains a
sanction relating to the importation of
uranium and coal that was not con-
tained in either the House- or Senate-
passed versions. Under House rules, a
scope violation, if sustained on a point
of order, would prevent the consider-
ation of the conference report.

We are also told that there are non-
germane provisions and a reappropri-
ation provision in this conference
report. We don’t know any of this for
sure because there was not time to
thoroughly examine this bill before a
rule was reported. And there certainly
is not time for the House to learn
what the conferees have done before it
votes on this. This is no way to legis-
late. I urge defeat of this rule so that
we can come back another day when

we have a better idea of what we are

doing.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time so that I might be s.t_:le to re-
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spond if there are any comments the
chairman would like to address to me.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER],
chairman of the Committee on Rules.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I un-
avoidably missed the vote on the rule
to bring up this resolution. If I had
been here, of course I would have sup-
ported it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we recognize that we
are bringing up this measure under ex-
peditious proceedings of the Rules of
the House of Representatives. Howev-
er, in light of the fact that this meas-
ure has been debated thoroughly by
the House before and there is ample
time allotted the rule and under the
rules of the House for consideration of
the measure, we would ask that the
House proceed to adopt the rule and
consider this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker. I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2577) entitled
“An act making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1985, and for other purposes.”.

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendments
of the House to the amendments of
the Senate numbered 2, 5, 6, 7, 14, 23,
29, 35, 41, 45, 51, 57, 63, 65, 70, 75, 77,
87, 91, 92, 102, 109, 121, 130, 131, 132,
147, 150, 153, 164, 166, 167, 168, 178,
180, 183, 194, 199, 200, 202, 203, 204,
211, 214, 230, 234, 235, 249, 257, 258,
260, 261, 272, 289, 299, 307, 330, and
340 to the above-entitled bill.

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendment
of the House to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 112 with an amend-
ment as follows: After “legislation” at
the end of the last sentence, insert: *;
except that this sentence shall not
apply after May 15, 1986".

The message also announced that
the Senate recedes from its amend-
ment numbered 262 to the above-enti-
tled bill.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R.
1460, ANTI-APARTHEID ACT OF
1985

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 1460) to express the opposition
of the United States to the system of
apartheid in South Africa, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 251, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the
House of today.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLL]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Michigan [MTr.
BroomrieELD] will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FAsceLL].

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
that we are considering is an impor-
tant conference report because, on its
adoption, the Congress of the United
States will be making a statement on
behalf of the American people with
regard to the deplorable situation in
South Africa.

There are many ways to interpret
legislative action. I just want to give
my own. As far as the details of the
conference report are concerned and
the legislation that will be considered,
as you know, the bill was overwhelm-
ingly adopted in the House, went to
the other body and at that time it did
not seem that there would be any
strong action taken, considering the
nature of the bill that was passed in
the other body.

But a series of unfortunate, but yet
dramatic, events took place and the
whole atmosphere changed and it
became more important than ever for
us to make the statement which we
are making today in this bill to indi-
cate our disassociation from the Gov-
ernment and the actions of the Gov-
ernment of South Africa.

While I recognize the limitations of
economic sanctions or any kind of
sanctions, I think it is proper to state
that the legislation makes a moral
statement that far exceeds any eco-
nomic leverage, as important as eco-
nomic leverage may be.

It is for that reason that I personal-
ly think that this conference report is
vital and particuarly appropriate at
this time.

We must make it clear not only to
that Government, but to the rest of
the world that we are disassociating in
the strongest possible way by taking
this legislative action, imposing an
economic sanction, to demonstrate our
position.
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I want to compliment the distin-
guished gentleman who is the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Africa,
Mr. WoLrg, and Mr. SoLARrz, The Black
Caucus, the Members of the minority,
my colleague, Mr. BrooMFIELD from
Michigan and others who have worked
very, very diligently in a real biparti-
san effort to bring you a measure
which all of us, or at least most of us
can genuinely support even though I
know there are earnest and sincere dif-
ferences of opinion as to the value of
such action, that is economic sanc-
tions.

But I dare say even though there
may be disagreement or maybe differ-
ences of opinion with respect to the
value of economic sanctions in bring-
ing about a change in another govern-
ment, I think there can be absolutely
no difference of opinion, I would
submit, on the issue that now is the
time for the American people to make
this moral statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FasceLL]
has consumed 4 minutes.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, join in offering
my strong support for this bipartisan
report that we have before us. We
have what I call a very reasonable
compromise, given the seriousness of
the present situation in South Africa.
While I originally opposed the House
bill on this issue, much has happened
in recent weeks that demands action
by the House today.

I deplore the ongoing violence in
South Africa and believe that sanc-
tions are imperative and morally right.
We must tell that government that
America is concerned about the
shameful system of apartheid in
South Africa and the senseless blood-
shed in that land. Pressure on South
Africa cannot, however, be unilateral;
we need the support of our allies if
this effort is to succeed.

The report basically calls for imme-
diate and weighty sanctions against
the South African Government; Kru-
gerrands, computers, nuclear goods,
and bank loans would be affected. Ad-
ditional sanctions are to be imposed in
the future if no progress is made
ending apartheid.

While sanctions by our country
against South Africa are necessary,
the cooperation of our allies in the
effort is also essential and imperative.
Pressure on the Government cannot
be done by the United States alone.
Over the years I have been a support-
er of the policy of constructive engage-
ment. That approach to our relations
with South Africa has been useful and
some progress has been made. The
U.S. business in that country voluntar-
ily complied with the provisions of the
Sullivan code and South African
blacks benefited from those efforts.
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In recent months, however, the ten-
sion between groups in South Africa
has increased and much senseless
bloodletting has occurred. Something
has to be done. I urge the Congress to
pass this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, it is not only essential,
I think it is morally right to do so.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BroomFIELD] has consumed 2 minutes.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. WoLPE].

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, I think
that the conference agreement that
was reached last night was in many re-
spects historic for this institution and
for our country. I cannot tell you how
proud I was personally as an American
and as a Member of this institution to
see House and Senate conferees, on a
totally bipartisan basis, express a com-
mitment to move in a new direction in
our relationship toward South Africa.
The conference agreement that was
passed, a very creative and construc-
tive agreement, will send to South Af-
ricans an unmistakable message that,
henceforth, the United States will no
longer enter into an accommodation
with apartheid.

We are also signaling the South Af-
rican regime that if the Afrikaners at-
tempt to maintain the system of
apartheid, and if they continue to
manifest the repression and brutality
that we have seen so much in evidence
in recent days, that they will be in-
creasingly isolated in their relation-
ship to the United States and to the
international community and they will
experience increasing economic and
political costs as a consequence of that
repression and that brutality.

My colleagues, there is a terrible
tragedy in the making in South Africa.
Unless the international community
joins with forces within that country
that are seeking to eliminate the
system of apartheid, a bloodbath will
be inevitable.
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The white minority regime will
abandon apartheid, will agree to enter
into negotiations with the credible
black leadership of the majority of the
population, only at that point when it
concludes that it has more to lose
than to gain by attempting to hold on
to apartheid.

Throughout the debate on sanctions,
those who have resisted the imposition
of sanctions have argued that they
will only hurt the black population.
My colleagues, there is no argument
that has been advanced in this debate
that is more off target.

The reality is that it has been the
current ambivalence of American
policy which, on the one hand, verbal-
ly condemns apartheid but, on the
other, practices business as usual that
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has done more than anything else to
compound the repression and to add
to the violence. This is because the
message that has been heard by the
Afrikaners is that they indeed do have
a free hand to do what they will. We
have signaled them in advance that
there was not going to be any re-
sponse, no matter how repressive they
became internally and no matter how
aggressive they were in their actions
toward their neighboring states.

Make no mistake about it: Blacks in
South Africa are themselves engaging
in a policy of economic pressure and
economic sanctions. They are pursuing
boycotts now throughout the country,
not because they wish to inflict eco-
nomic hardship upon the black major-
ity, but because they understand that
it is that economic pressure, both in-
ternally and externally, that repre-
sents the only hope to avoid a massive
bloodbath in South Africa.

We are in this legislation beginning
to send straight signals to the South
African Government. We are letting
them know in advance that this
system of apartheid cannot be main-
tained indefinitely, and it is up to the
Afrikaners to take steps now to enter
into negotiations with the black ma-
jority to achieve a new political order
in which all citizens of South Africa
will indeed be citizens of their own
country, and full participants in the
political system of that country.

Let me say one other thing, Mr.
Speaker. There are some very pro-
found moral issues at stake, and that
is why I was so proud of my colleagues
last night. And I want to pay tribute
to the Republican leadership as well
as the Democratic leadership, to Mr.
BrooMFIELD as well as Mr. FASCELL on
our side, and to the Republican as well
as Democratic leaders in the Senate,
for their willingness to join together
in a genuinely bipartisan way.

I cannot tell you how important that
unity is in terms of what we are con-
veying to the South Africans and to
the rest of the world.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to speak with
one voice in voting to approve the con-
ference report.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio, Mr. CHALMERS WYLIE, 2 member
of the conference committee and rank-
ing member on the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the conference
report on H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act.

The recent deterioration of events in
South Africa lead me to the conclu-
sion that the time is right to take
stronger steps against the Govern-
ment of South Africa. We do this with
the fervent hope that our actions will
aid all of the people in South Africa.
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Mr. Speaker, other conferees more
knowledgeable than I have and will
address many important foreign policy
aspects of this conference report.
Since I was appointed as conferee on
several sections because of my service
as the ranking Republican member on
the House Banking Committee, I will
confine my remarks to the provisions
under our jurisdiction.

First, the conferees adopted the
House provision to immediately ban
the importation of Krugerrands. The
President may waive this ban if cer-
tain conditions are met as set forth in
this conference report.

Second, the conferees agreed to a
House amendment to the Senate pro-
vision which provided for the minting
of U.S. gold coins to compete with the
Krugerrand. This House amendment
offered by my friend Mr. ANNUNZIO,
the chairman of our Consumer Affairs
and Coinage Subcommittee, creates
four new gold coins which are both
legal tender and have face values of
$50, $25, $10, and $5. These coins truly
will be American gold coins which
should compete fiercely against the
Krugerrand on the world markets.
The significance of this coin is height-
ened by the symbols we will have on
the 1l-ounce gold coins; that is, a
symbol of liberty on the obverse side
and a family of American eagles on
the reverse side.

The gold for these coins is to be ac-
quired only from natural deposits in
the United States or from the gold re-
serves held by the United States. All
the profits from the sale of these coins
are to be used for sole purpose of re-
ducing the national debt.

Moreover, at my suggestion, Chair-
man ANNUNzIO graciously accepted
language which states that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury shall ensure that
the minting of these gold coins will
not result in any net cost to the U.S.
Government.

In all fairness, I must tell my col-
leagues that the Treasury Department
does not support these gold coins.
Having said that, I have to believe
that they will like the version adopted
by the conferees more than the origi-
nal Senate language, which provided
for a legal tender coin without an as-
signed face value. In a letter to Sena-
tor JARE GaRN, chairman of the
Senate Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs, dated April 19,
1985, Mrs. Katherine Ortega, Treasur-
er of the United States, pointed out
that the unprecedented nature of the
Senate proposed coin was addressed by
President Reagan’s Gold Commission,
on which I served, which stated that
the legal tender status of such gold
bullion coins “could compel their ac-
ceptance by private creditors for debts
or by the Treasury for taxes. Formida-
ble problems involving profits and
losses to private creditors and debtors
could arise in assigning gold coins
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legal tender status at a fluctuating
rate.” Mrs. Ortega went on to say that
a legal tender coin of the realm whose
value would depend entirely upon the
fluctuations of the precious metal
market would represent a major de-
parture from 200 years of coinage leg-
islation.

I also should note that while nomi-
nal face values have been specified for
the gold coins established by this act,
the coins will be sold and traded at
their market values. Specifically, I be-
lieve that the conferees meant to pro-
hibit frivolous litigation based upon
the disparity between face value and
market value. Transactions, involving
these coins will be valued at market,
not face, value.

Clearly, this American gold coin will
give people all over the world a chance
to vote with their pocketbooks in favor
of an American gold coin symbolizing
liberty and freedom and against the
abhorrent practice of apartheid in
South Africa.

For those of my colleagues who are
concerned that such a gold coin will
reestablish a gold standard, let me
assure you that this is not the case.
We already have on the books a gold
coin as part of the 1984 Olympics pro-
gram, and earlier this year the Con-
gress enacted a gold coin as part of the
Statue of Liberty restoration effort.
The gold coin in this legislation is no
different from earlier Government
coins authorized by this body. The
face values of the proposed coins are
nominal and unrelated to the market
value of the coins. Their market value
is determined by their content. Thus,
the so-called $50 piece, which contains
1 troy ounce of fine gold, would be
worth about $328 at the current price
of gold.

Moreover, the bill expressly provides
for the sale of these coins at a price
equal to the market value of the gold
content of the coins, plus markup for
production and marketing. The dollar
value of the coin, therefore, is deter-
mined by world gold market—demand
and supply—conditions, not by a con-
version ratio between a specified quan-
tity of gold and paper dollars fixed by
U.S. public authorities.

As I read the amendment, it is not,
therefore, inconsistent with the find-
ings of the President’s Gold Commis-
sion.

Section 15 of this report prohibits
loans to the South African Govern-
ment or to any corporation owned or
controlled by that Government. Cer-
tain loans for educational, health, and
housing facilities to help the people of
South Africa are exempted. These pro-
visions were contained in both House
and Senate versions of the legislation.

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, there is lan-
guage in this report which instructs
the Export-Import Bank to take active
steps to encourage the use of its pro-
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grams by Africans. While not affecting
the present restrictions on Eximbank
transactions for South Africa, this
provision will make it possible for non-
white businesses to get Eximbank as-
sistance.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of this conference report. It
is a timely step for this Nation to take
in protest of the repugnant racial poli-
cies of South Africa.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. ANNUNzIO], the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs
and Coinage of the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support the conference
report, and I want to commend the
gentleman from Florida, [Mr. Fas-
CELL], Mr. BROOMFIELD, and the other
members of both sides of the Foreign
Affairs Committee, for the outstand-
ing job that they have done in bring-
ing this legislation to the floor.

As you know, this legislation con-
tains a ban on the sale of Kruger-
rands. It also contains provisions for
the striking of a new series of U.S.
gold coins, which I predict will become
the most popular gold coins in the
world.

Under the compromise legislation,
four gold coins will be minted; a 1-
ounce gold coin having a face value of
$50, “%-ounce gold coin having a face
value of $25, a Y%-ounce gold coin
having a face value of $10 and a Yio-
ounce gold coin having a face value of
$5. These coins will be legal tender.

The other body included in its legis-
lation provisions for the gold coins,
but did not assign face values or make
the coins legal tender. Without such
distinctions, the coins are really not
coins, but medallions; or if you will,
merely pieces of jewelry. But by as-
signing the coins value and making
them legal tender, we make them
much more attractive to the numis-
matic and investment communities.
Experts around the country have told
me that without legal tender face
value the new U.S. coins would not
sell.

While the Krugerrand does not have
a face value and is quasi-legal tender,
it should be noted that in recent
months the sale of Krugerrands in
this country has plummeted. The most
popular gold piece now is the Canadi-
an Maple Leaf, which does have a face
value and is legal tender. More than
three times the number of Maple
Leafs are now being sold in this coun-
try compared to Krugerrands.

Not only will the new U.S. gold coins
take away sales from Krugerrands, but
if and when the situation in South
Africa is stabilized and that country
becomes a member of the internation-
al humanitarian world, the United
States’ coins will still be big sellers be-
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cause of their legal tender status and
face value requirements.

The compromise legislation further
provides that rather than limiting pri-
vate distribution and sales rights to a
single concern, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall make bulk sales at suit-
able discounts to any dealers, retail
outlets, financial institutions, or
anyone else who wants to sell the
coins. Of course, the size of the dis-
count will be determined by the
number of coins purchased.

The compromise legislation also re-
quires that the profits from the sale of
these coins be used to retire the na-
tional debt. This is an important provi-
sion because I think it is the first time
in the history of our Government that
we will have an ongoing program to
retire the national debt. While I have
sponsored legislation in the past that
would call for a one-time contribution
to retire the national debt, such as the
proceeds from the George Washington
commemorative coin, my new national
debt reduction program will go on as
long as gold coins are produced. And I
would add, there is no such cutoff in
the legislation.

The contribution to retire the na-
tional debt could be substantial. And
depending on the source of the gold
used for the coins, the national debt
reduction could reach as high as $300
per coin—a significant amount when
you consider that other gold coins are
selling in the millions in this country.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
members of the House Banking Com-
mittee who served as conferees on the
gold coin provision; particularly the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
NEeaL,] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. WyLie.] It is significant that
both of these gentlemen were mem-
bers of the Presidential Gold Commis-
sion, and both. members supported
strongly the legislation before us in
this conference report.

I also want to commend the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. MITCHELL,]
who thoughout the conference was a
champion of the new gold coin pro-
gram, and who made one of the most
elogquent speeches in that conference,
on the evils of apartheid, that I have
heard in my 21 years in Congress.

The issuance of these coins would
have no effect on the Nation’s mone-
tary policy. The coins would be legal
tender for their face value, like all
U.S. coins. But since the bullion con-
tent of the coins is well above the face
value of the coins, the coins will not
circulate. This is the same approach
taken by Canada in issuing its “Maple
Leaf,” a 1l-ounce gold bullion coin,
which has a $50 face value. That coin
has been a popular bullion coin, and
has had no adverse effect on Canadian
monetary policy. :

These coins will be handled the
same way the public now treats the
gold coins previously issued by the
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United States. Gold coins issued in the
19th and early 20th century are still
legal tender and will be redeemed for
their face value by the United States.
None are ever presented for redemp-
tion however, since the coins’ intrinsic
bullion value are far in excess of their
face value. The marketplace, not the
face value, will determine their actual
value as they are bought and sold in
the public domain.

In fact, if a gold coin was presented
to the United States for redemption, it
would be a windfall for the Govern-
ment. The coin, which would have
been sold to the public for its bullion
value, would be repurchased for its far
lower face value. It could then be
resold to the publie at its bullion price.

Unlike some legal tender bullion
coins issued by some other countries,
the fixed legal tender value of the
coins eliminates any problem of valu-
ation. For legal tender purposes the
coins are worth the value stamped on
them, regardless of the value of their
bullion content. This not only avoids
valuation problems in the unlikely
event they are used as legal tender,
but solves the problem of how to ac-
count for them for measuring the
amount of money in circulation.
Simple multiplication of the number
issued by the face value provides the
answer.

The legislation would not deplete
our gold reserves. The gold for the
coins would be obtained in the same
manner that gold used in U.S. com-
memorative coins is obtained. The
gold could come from stocks already
held by the Treasury. If the Secretary
preferred, the gold could be purchased
on the open market. The determina-
tion whether to use existing stocks or
to purchase additional gold would be
left to the Secretary, just as current
law provides. There would be no
change in the Secretary’s authority to
maintain the U.S. gold stocks at the
level deemed appropriate.

The coins will be sold to the public
at a price equal to the market value of
the gold or silver at the time of sale,
plus the cost of minting, marketing,
and distribution.

In order to provide the mint with
ample time to prepare to mint and
issue the coins, no coins could be sold
before October 1, 1986. However, the
mint could begin work on the program
on October 1, 1985. This will provide
sufficient leadtime to develop out-
standing designs for the coins, design
an appropriate and effective distribu-
tion system and mint sufficient coins
for an initial inventory.

The coin program will involve no net
cost to the Government. Indeed, the
revenues raised by the domestic and
foreign sale of these coins will consti-
tute substantial revenue to the United
States that will be used solely to
reduce the national debt. And the
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availability of U.S. gold bullion coins
will surely attract precious-metals
buyers formerly dependent on foreign
issues.

Over $500 million can be generated
each year by the sale of U.S. bullion
coins. At the current gold price of $327
per ounce the United States would re-
alize a gain of $285 per ounce since the
gold is carried on the books at $42.22
per ounce. If sales of gold coins were
to average only 2 million ounces annu-
ally, a figure that is very reasonable,
the United States would realize a gain
of $570 million. In a situation where
even the smallest saving would strike a
blow against the deficit, these earn-
ings would be a major contribution.

The minting of these new American
coins will aid in reducing our record
trade deficits. The Commerce Depart-
ment has estimated that over 1 billion
dollars’ worth of foreign gold bullion
coins were imported into the United
States in 1984.

Most Americans would prefer to pur-
chase U.S. coins and this legislation
will provide the coins they seek. Every
year, countless individuals contact the
Consumer Affairs and Coinage Sub-
committee asking for the United
States to produce gold bullion coins.
Many, if not all, of these individuals
will buy an American gold bullion coin
rather than a foreign bullion coin.
Indeed, the coins are likely to become
the standard by which all other bul-
lion coins are measured. .

I urge the adoption of the confer-
ence report.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from

Indiana [Mr. BurToN], who is a
member of the Subcommittee on
Africa of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, first of all I would say that
there is unanimity in this Chamber
and in this Congress as far as the op-
position to the policy of apartheid in
South Africa is concerned. Nobody
likes that form of government; the
racial repression that exists; we would
all like to see that change.

My problem with this legislation is
not that it attacks the policy of apart-
heid which we all abhor, but that it
goes so far as to hurt the very people
that it purports to help.
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In addition to that, I think it bodes
ill, in the long run, for the free world.

I would like to tell why on those two
points.

First of all, banning the Krugerrand.
If the free world all joins together in
banning the Krugerrand, a lot of black
people who work in the mines are
going to lose their jobs. There are
about 600,000 blacks who work in the
gold mines of South Africa today.
Each one of those people is responsi-
ble for feeding five other human
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beings. That is 3 million people who
would be adversely affected if the
mines were shut down.

If this legislation is passed here, and
around the world the other free gov-
ernments follow suit, many thousands
of people are going to lose their jobs.
They are not going to be able to put
food on the table. The very people we
want to help. Now, those people are
going to be ripe for revolution. They
are going to be grasping for existence,
and the people who are Marxists over
there, the revolutionaries who do exist
and who are trying to undermine a
number of governments in Africa, in
addition to South Africa, are going to
have their way with a lot of them. And
those people are going to be very
active in trying to change the govern-
mental structure over there from what
it is to a Marxist form of government.

What if that happens? If that hap-
pens, Mr. Speaker, in my view you
would have, in just a matter of days or
weeks, Soviet ships in those ports.
What does that mean? Forty percent
of the free world oil supplies go
around the Cape of Good Hope, the
southern tip of Africa. And if the Sovi-
ets controlled the southern tip of
Africa in a time of crisis, they could
hamstring the free world as far as
energy is concerned. Qur NATO allies,
Britain, France, all of the NATO
allies, would be in jeopardy, as well as
the United States of America, because
many of our oil supplies come around
the Cape of Good Hope as well.

In addition to that, you will see up
here a number of charts that I have
brought out for argument. I would like
to explain what they mean. Many of
the minerals that are depicted on
these charts are vital to the survival of
the United States of America. Plati-
num is one. We get 49 percent of our
platinum from South Africa. Chromi-
um, we get 55 percent of our chromi-
um from South Africa. Manganese, we
get 39 percent of our manganese from
South Africa. Cobalt, 61 percent of our
cobalt comes from Zimbabwe and
Zaire to the United States of America,
but it comes through South Africa.
And 44 percent of vanadium comes
through South Africa.

These minerals are vital to the mili-
tary security and economic health of
this country. Now, if the Soviet Union
gets control of South Africa, it is going
to hurt, or if one of the U.S.S.R. surro-
gates gets control, it is going to hurt
severely the United States of America
and may threaten the very existence
of the free world.

You may say, “Well, what about the
Soviet Union, are they dependent
upon South Africa or the African Con-
tinent for their existence?"

If you look at this chart here, the
second chart, it shows that the
U.S.S.R. is almost independent as far
as their needs are concerned. They
have these minerals within the con-
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fines of the U.S.S.R. The only excep-
tion that they really have to worry
about is cobalt, and they get the ma-
jority of their supply of cobalt from
Cuba, one of their satellite countries.

Mr. Speaker, I think there are a lot
of problems with this legislation. One
of the problems, as I stated before, is
the impact on the people we want to
help, the blacks. But in addition to
that, Mr. Speaker, I think there is a
real risk, a real long-term risk to the
free world.

Many of my colleagues have stood
up here and they have said, “Well, we
have to show moral leadership, the
free world has to get involved, and we
have to do something about it."

I agree with that. But how far do we
go? We went pretty far in a country
called Rhodesia. We stopped buying
chromium from Rhodesia. The Soviet
Union became the only market we
had, and we were buying chromium
produced in Rhodesia from the Soviet
Union after it became Zimbabwe, and
we were paying three times the price.
Imagine what it would do to us if we
had to deal with them on the same
basis with these other vital minerals.
And, of course, you have seen what
happened to Zimbabwe since they
have gone Communist. The Govern-
ment is headed back toward the dark
ages and not into the future like it had
been previously. They have a very re-
pressive Government. Blacks are prey-
ing upon blacks. There is blood run-
ning in the streets. Now they have a
one-party totalitarian Communist gov-
ernment. I submit to you if we follow
the same train of thought that we fol-
lowed in Zimbabwe, we are going to
have the same thing in South Africa.

We stuck our nose into Iran, as did
many other free world countries, talk-
ing about the repression over there.
We got rid of the Shah all right, but
look what we got in his place. The
Ayotollah Khomeini.

We need to do something about the
apartheid policies of South Africa; we
need to put presssure upon this Gov-
ernment. But not the way we are talk-
ing about it in this piece of legislation.
If we do it, I think we are sowing the
seeds of massive revolution in that
country. There will be no constructive
change in the Government. We run
the risk of a Marxist takeover, and it
is going to bode very ill, in my opinion,
for the entire free world.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. CoLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS. I thank the chair-
man,

Mr. Chairman, I, too, want to com-
mand the conferees for reporting out
this piece of legislation, and I am glad
the Congress has agreed to a package
of economic sanctions against the
apartheid regime in South Africa.
Among the sanctions, as already has
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been said, is a ban on the Kruger-
rands, which I think is very, very im-
portant, because I do not want to see
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica continue to buy these gold coins
that are created by near-slave labor
and human suffering. But even as I
applaud the actions of the Congress 1
cannot help but feel that more should
be done to protect against the crimes
in South Africa. Since the imposition
of the state of emergency just 11 days
ago, over 25 people have been killed
and over 1,200 arrested by the South
African police.

Now, to add further insult to injury,
the South African Government has
also today, or recently, announced
that they were going to prohibit out-
door funeral services for those who
happened to die of unnatural causes.
This law is testimony, I believe, to the
brutal policies of the South African
police. If Pretoria truly wishes to
defuse the tensions that often accom-
pany such funerals, they should stop
supplying the corpses for the funerals.

In light of these terrible crimes, as I
said before, we need to do a great deal
more. I believe that one of the things
we need to do is to call for disinvest-
ment in South Africa. Total United
States disinvestment in South Africa
would provide the slap in the face that
I believe South' Africa needs, and I cer-
tainly would urge all of us to consider
that in the very near future.

But before we reach for our calcula-
tors to come up with figures and
graphs such as we have just seen on
the board over there on the other side
of the well, we need to examine the
value of a human life; one live in dig-
nity, in freedom, and in self rule. It is
my belief that the value of a human
life lived in dignity, lived in freedom,
lived in self rule is far more important
than the possibility of lost dcllars
from the sale of Krugerrands or from
disinvestment. I think what we ought
to join France’'s example of imposing
strong sanctions and taking a hard
line against the system of apartheid;
and I strongly urge the passage of this
conference report and its speedy sign-
ing by the President.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. LeacH], a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to make three brief points:
The first relates to strategic issues,
the second to coinage, and the third to
moral. Strategically, some argue that
our Government shouldn’'t stand up
for abstract moral points because
moral posturing tends too frequently
to undercut our strategic position. Ac-
tually, the problem in South Africa is
the obverse. Failure to stand up for
moral principles jeopardizes U.S. na-
tional security. After all, ending apart-
heid is the most important foreign
policy issue to the rest of sub-Saharan
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Africa, and these countries are in total
more important than South Africa.

In addition, can there be any doubt
that sometime in the not-too-distant
future there will be majority rule in
South Africa? Do we want to go down
as the one country in the free world
which, while paying lipservice to anti-
apartheid sentiments, is viewed in the
region and in South Africa as conduct-
ing a policy legitimatizing the very
government which established and
maintained apartheid? If such a per-
ception remains the case, can we be
expected to count on maintaining
access to all the strategic minerals the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
identified?

Regarding coinage, it must be
stressed that banning the importation
of Krugerrands and offering an Ameri-
can gold coin alternative is both a defi-
cit reduction measure and good for our
balance of payments. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNzIO] and the
gentleman from California [Mr.
Lewis] should be commended for their
efforts to craft a new gold policy that
does not imply return to the gold
standard but allows the average Amer-
ican citizen, at his or her option, to
purchase and save American gold with
confidence.

Finally, and most importantly, with
regard to the moral issues at stake in
this bill, we should all understand that
ending apartheid in this century is as
great a social imperative as ending
slavery in the last.

The Republican Party was born a
little more than a century ago in the
smoldering cradle of apartheid-like
conditions. All we ask of this Republi-
can President is that he advance a for-
eign policy consistent with the views
of the first Republican President,
Abraham Lincoln.

Apartheid is an issue that can't be
ignored. Its meaning is too great; its
results too important.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. MITcHELL],
without whose efforts the conference
would not have been successful.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, first
of all I want to go on record as saying
that in many years of service in this
House, I will remember that confer-
ence committee as one of the finest
opportunities and experiences that I
have had as a member of the this leg-
islative body.

I am not going to call the names.
You know what you did. You rose to
the occasion, and you did so magnifi-
cently. I am just profoundly grateful
that I could be a part of that.
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In every society, we have certain
rules that operate. They can be called
mores, folkways, laws, and customs.
But in our society and in other soci-
eties, there is something that tran-
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scends all of those things. That is
called a moral imperative. That is
what this legislation is, it is a moral
imperative.

Those who would argue about possi-
ble political consequences down the
line; those who would argue against
the legislation in terms of the econom-
ic factor, forget, but were reminded by
my colleague, that America took the
high moral imperative when it took a
position against slavery despite all
those who counseled against taking
that position.

They forget that time and time
again we have taken a high moral po-
gition even though it might have had
adverse political and economic circum-
stances, and that is what we have got.
In this legislation we have got a moral
imperative and this House must rise to
the occasion and support.

There will always be those who will
say the legislation is too weak or the
legislation is too strong. I do not care
about that. I know what I care about;
I care about the courage of the confer-
ees and the courage of this House in
saying this is a moral imperative from
which we will not back off; this is
right for this Nation and its con-
science.

Let me just say we have very few
issues that we deal with in this House
that transcend political partisanship.
This is the one. This is the one real
encounter this year, and I urge your
total, total support for it.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER].

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield? -

Mr. BEREUTER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. PURSELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I am
very proud to be in the House today.
This is one of our finest hours. In the
spirit of Lincoln, BiiL. BROOMFIELD,
DanTE FasceLL, I think this is a great
opportunity, and I hope and dear pray
that the President of the United
States signs this conference report.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, this Member was disap-
pointed not to be able to vote for the
bill to impose new sanctions against
South Africa that was passed by the
House of Representatives a few weeks
ago. I simply felt it was not responsi-
ble to support one specific element of
that bill.

Indeed, the only provision that I
could not support and that compelled
me to vote against the bill prohibits all
investment, direct or indirect, in new
or existing business enterprises in
South Africa. While the case for these
sanctions is persuasive to some, a com-
pelling case can also be made against
such sanctions. As the Washington
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Post editorial said, “There is a serious,
respectable, nonracist case against
(this) sanction.”

Last night, the conference commit-
tee resolved the differences between
the two bills. The Houses agreed to
impose a ban on the sale of Kruger-
rands in this country. The measure
would also ban the sale of goods used
in nuclear production and computers
and bank loans to the South African
Government. Dropped from the agree-
ment was the House provision banning
new investments in South Africa. Cer-
tainly I support the ban on the sale of
Krugerrands because I believe prohib-
iting the sale of Krugerrands to be
step of great symbolic and economic
significance.

This will be one of this year’s most
important policy declarations by the
United States of America. I urge the
President to sign this legislation.

International pressure is rising
against South Africa. France recently
banned further investments in the
country. The United Nations Security
Council denounced the “barbarism” of
apartheid, even though sanctions were
vetoed. When White House Press Liai-
son Larry Speakes talked about Ameri-
can “repugnance,” he reflected a gen-
eral feeling in this country. With this
resolution, the voice of the United
States will be clearly heard in South
Africa and in the world community. I
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
OwENs]l.

Mr. OWENS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report. With the imposi-
tion of the state of emergency, the
South African Government has esca-
lated the barbarity of their oppression
of the black majority of the country.
Urgent. and meaningful action is
needed from all of the nations of the
civilized world. The sanctions included
in this conference report are far too
weak, nevertheless, we welcome this
report as an important first step
which will send a timely message to
the Government of South Africa. We
hope the President will hasten to sign
this measure into law.

It is still important to note, Mr.
Speaker, that events in South Africa
are escalating daily. More and more
deaths are occurring and more and
more arrests are being made. There is
no reason to believe the figures being
released by the South African Govern-
ment. The number of deaths each day
are far greater than the body count
that is being officially listed. The
number of arrests is also far greater.
The occupation of the black townships
by storm troopers is the first step
toward the conversion of these isolat-
ed townships into deadly concentra-
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tion camps. There is every reason to
believe that millions will be slaugh-
tered by the racist inhuman Govern-
ment of South Africa unless there is
more forceful action by the civilized
world under the leadership of the
United States.

For the second time in one century
we do not want to witness the slaugh-
ter of millions of innocent human
beings. Beyond the sanctions included
in this report there must be more
stringent sanctions including the pro-
hibition of all new investment in
South Africa. As a matter of U.S.
policy ‘'our Government should also
demand that South Africa immediate-
ly release Nelson Mandela and begin
negotiation with Mandela who is the
only recognized leader among all seg-
ments of the South African black pop-
ulation. The United States must also
demand that South Africa immediate-
ly establish a timetable for the grant-
ing of full political rights to all South
African blacks. The time for action is
now. When Hitler was committing
massive atrocities against the Jews
most of the world pretended they
didn't know it was happening. This
time no nation can use that excuse.
This time we know that new death
camps are being prepared. This time
we must all act before it is too late.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HayEs].

Mr. HAYES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report. Dishonesty and hy-
pocrisy has reached a level unparal-
leled in the history of mankind in
South Africa through the Botha re-
gime’s efforts to justify accelerated
atrocities against the black majority in
that rich country.

For those supporters of a policy of
constructive engagement and opposing
economic sanctions to have the audaci-
ty to say “it’s out of our concern for
the economic well being of blacks in
South Africa” as a reason to oppose
sanctions against the apartheid gov-
ernment by this great citadel of de-
mocracy is ludicrous, hypocritical, and
dishonest.

A position in this respect bolsters
the threats by the Botha government
to fire people who join and support
the fight for freedom, both economic
and political. Anyone who has any
knowledge of the history and growth
of South Africa's apartheid regime
must know and acknowledge the fact
that current South African economic
growth did not result from concern for
the well being of the black majority,
most of whom had jobs that the
whites would not perform because of
their laborious nature and low pay.
Furthermore, the jobs were too few in
number.

Who's kidding who? Release those
social, political, and economic hostages

22549

who outnumber their legalized captors
better than 4 to 1.

With respect to support for sanc-
tions, we can reemploy some of our
laid-off workers in the automobile,
steel, and coal industries who have lost
their jobs as a result of plant close-
downs and United States investments
in South Africa.

We can not longer continue down
the failed path of President Reagan’s
constructive engagement. I urge my
colleagues to vote for the conference
report on H.R. 1460 as a step toward
the end of world recognized injustice
in South Africa.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, in 1978, I think it was
October 1978, I rose on this floor to
speak in favor of censuring the Gov-
ernment of South Africa, and I voted
to censure South Africa at that time.

Now, we are told that since that time
there has been progress in that coun-
try. I will not deny there has been
some progress, but that progress has
been minimal, and that progress has
been largely cosmetic.

Some of my friends seem to have a
strange attachment to South Africa.
South Africa for some reason in their
minds rises to the status of special
friend. Mr. Speaker, no nation which
represses its citizens and denies basic
human freedoms is a friend of mine or
of the principles on which this coun-
try was founded. There must be no
more rationalizations. If what is hap-
pening in South Africa does not stir
moral outrage, what will?

This is not an economic issue. Com-
munist revolutions do not come from
the granting of basic human freedoms.
No Member of this House should vote
against this resolution.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAEKAR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. I rise in support of
H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apartheid Act, and
H.R. 2068.

Under the system of apartheid mil-
lions of South Africans have been
forceably removed from their homes
and families to areas called home-
lands. Blacks earning only a fraction
of what whites earn in the work-
place—attempts to unionize being met
with imprisonment—these are only a
few examples of the uncivilized ways
in -which the South African Govern-
ment treats the majority of its popula-
tion who are blacks.

In the past several weeks the. pro-
tests of blacks have been met with vio-
lence on the part of the South African
Government. Thousands of blacks
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have been arrested including children
as young as 8 years of age.

The bloodshed must stop. The South
African Government is unwilling to
meet with black civil rights leaders.
Constructive engagement has not
worked as a means of dealing with the
South African Government. Institu-
tionalized racism still exists and less
than half of the U.S. corporations
doing business in South Africa have
v?lunta.rily signed the Sullivan princi-
ples.

H.R. 2068 and H.R. 1460 will send a
clear message to the Government of
South Africa, and to the rest of the
world, that the United States clearly
will not tolerate their antihumanistic,
racist, apartheid policies.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from the
District of Columbia [Mr. FAUNTROY].

Mr. FAUNTROY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise, first of all, to
commend members of the conference
on both sides of the aisle for having
quizzed themselves so well, valiantly
contending for the stronger measure
passed by the House.

At this point, I am already looking
beyond 1460, because I am confident
that the Members of this House who
voted for that stronger measure are
going to support this as a means of
sending a message to South Africa.

I am looking beyond it because when
we voted on this measure back in
June, no state of emergency had been
established in South Africa, and 1,300
people to date have not been arrested
without charge and without recourse;
25 people have not been killed as a
result of that emergency.
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Those who had been accustomed to
at least providing those victims of
racist, Nazi, Fascist oppression had not
been denied the right to bury them in
public funerals, nor had we the moral
leadership which we sought to exert
seized by France, and saying that we
would do what the House proposes to
do without delay.

So I am hopeful that as we pass this
measure that we look to stronger indi-
cations to the South African Govern-
ment that we will no longer cooperate
with their blind march toward racism,
violence, bloodshed, and ultimately de-
struction, but will reward them when
they turn up the road toward true de-
mocracy, toward dialog, and toward
full self-determination.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. S1LJANDER], the ranking
member on the Subcommittee, on
Africa.

Mr. SILJANDER. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the violence in South
Africa must stop. The bloodshed of in-
nocent people, blacks against blacks,
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whites against blacks, it must stop. I,
as one Member, feel that we, as the
greatest Nation on the Earth, a great
and free democracy that holds up high
the symbols of truth and fairness and
liberty and justice, that we should do
all we can do, and we have a responsi-
bility to do all we can do to encourage
those who are under oppression in
other countries to be released.

We call on the Government of South
Africa to release the majority to
become part of the political and eco-
nomic and social system fully in that
country. We call upon the apartheid
racist regime to cease and desist in
their pass laws, detention laws, and all
the other apartheid laws that made
that country an abomination of
human rights and freedom.

All of the messages in Congress, be it
the House bill, the Senate version, the
conference committee report, several
substitutes offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. ZscrAavUl, myself
and others, we have all called for the
dismantlement of apartheid. That con-
cept is elementary.

I hope the Government of South
Africa hears this message loudly and
very, very clearly: That there is not
one Member, white or black, young or
old, who could possibly, by any remote
stretch of the imagination, support a
system that stabilizes the apartheid
system in that country.

I have made the arguments against
sanctions on the floor, in the subcom-
mittee, in the full committee, and last
night and through the day in confer-
ence, so I will not go through those
same arguments again. I believe philo-
sophically that sanctions are the
wrong approach to prompt change in
that nation. The grain embargo failed
against the Soviets. Sanctions against
Cuba failed, and indeed, I think the
sanctions against Nicaragua will also
fail. I believe that banning EKruger-
rands is merely symbolic, a symbolic
gesture that they claim is against the
Government, but truly it is against the
people.

But I must say there are some good
things about H.R. 1460, although I
intend to vote against the bill. I of-
fered mandatory Sullivan principles as
an option to sanctions. On the floor it
has lost, but now, with enthusiasm,
both the House and the Senate are
adopting the same idea. I also pro-
posed on the floor an amendment to
make the U.S. Embassy in South
Africa conform to the Sullivan princi-
ples. It passed this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. S1LJanDER] has expired.

Mr. ZSCHAU. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
an additional 1% minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. SILJANDER. So that amend-
ment is also included in this confer-
ence report.
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Scholarships for black South Afri-
cans, assistance to black businesses,
are also part of the Siljander substi-
tute, which are also part of this con-
ference report.

I think the major issue that I have
found extremely offensive in the
House version that passed this body
was the fact that we banned all new
business to South Africa. I did not be-
lieve that that would have been an ef-
fective deterrent ot the apartheid
system. That is the mainstay, the cor-
nerstone, from my point of view, of
the House bill. That was also taken
out and not accepted in the conference
report.

Democracy, I hope, will be the
option, as we are hoping it will be in
Angola with the successful repeal of
the Clark amendment, and a repeal of
military aid to Mozambique.

So the Africa policy in the last 6 to 8
months, from this gentleman’s point
of view, has been quite successful. I
hope South Africa will change and will
change very, very soon. This provision,
in my opinion, will not fully engage
change as necessary, so I intend to
vote against the provision, but regard-
less of what happens in this House
and in the Senate, and what the Presi-
dent finally decides ultimately to do, I
hope and pray that apartheid will
change and that people will be free.
Let us hope and pray.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Dym-
ALLY].

Mr. DYMALLY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Anti-Apartheid Act.

Mr. Speaker, symbolizing justice and
humanity to much of the world, Amer-
ica must act, and do it quickly, to
bring comfort and support to South
Africa’s antiapartheid movement. This
Government's continuing debate over
the proper course of action has only
encouraged the current regime in
South Africa. Indeed, our collabora-
tion is clear. President Botha's recent
declaration of the state of emergency
constitutes a deliberate plan to decapi-
tate the antiapartheid movement.
While the Johannsburg police de-
tained 1,000 blacks, the Reagan admin-
istration announced that this action
fails to warrant a shift in constructive
engagement with the Botha govern-
ment. Carel Boshoff, the chairman of
the rightwing Afrikaner secret society,
Broederbond, even praised the Reagan
administration last week for not inter-
ferring in South African affairs. This
is the same man who has claimed that
only white salvation will bring peace
to South Africa. The same man who
predicts that in a race war, South Afri-
ca’s blacks will be no match against
the minority white society. The same
man who claims that the black threat
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to South Africa reminds him of the
Jewish threat to Germany.

Mr. Speaker, our association with
South Africa is against our best inter-
ests. Let us welcome a new, just ap-
proach, embrace the antiapartheid
movement, and support the Anti-
Apartheid Act.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr, CROCKETT].

Mr. CROCEETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I have a great sense of
pride on this occasion. The chairman
of my committee, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, is from my native
State of Florida, and he has expressed
what I believe is the majority senti-
ment of this country with respect to
what is happening in South Africa.

Both the ranking minority member
on the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
my colleague, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BrooMFIELD], and the
chairman of our Subcommittee on
Africa, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WoLrE]l, are colleagues of mine
from the State of Michigan, so the
State of Michigan itself is proud of the
bipartisan contribution these two sons
of Michigan have made.

I have no illusions, Mr. Speaker,
that the passage of this conference
report is going to immediately bring
about changes in South Africa. I think
by and large the conference report, on
which I had the honor to serve as a
conferee, is essentially symbolic, but I
expect it to do two things:

First, to convince all doubters that
the majority of the American people
believe that the administration’s
policy of constructive engagement has
been a dismal failure.

Second, to carry home to the new
rulers of South Africa, to the Bishop
Tutu’s, to the Nelson Mandela's, and
to the others who represent the future
rulers of that great country, the clear
message that the people of the United
Stats are behind them in their fight
for liberation.

I commend the conference report to
my colleagues.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California, Mr. JERRY LEWIS.

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I would really like, in
my short time, to attempt to make a
couple of points.

The first relates to the general issue
itself, the conference report that is
before us. Frankly, as I sat and lis-
tened earlier to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
express his concerns, I could not help
but want to recognize that, indeed, in
this very delicate circumstance I can
understand why a public policy maker
would have concerns of that kind.
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Having said that, it is my view that
the House owes a deep debt of grati-
tude to Chairman DANTE FaAsceLL, and
to my ranking member, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. BRoomriELD], for
dealing with this very, very difficult
circumstance. It has got to be clear to
anybody who will but take a look that
the difficulties in South Africa are dif-
ficulties that we cannot ignore.
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When we have a circumstance in
which at least two-thirds of the people
of a country are not given even the
basic vestige of what we know as civil
rights in this country, indeed we know
that circumstance is going to change.
For once, as America attempts to take
the side of that which is morally cor-
rect, let us hope our policy allows us,
as that change takes place, to land on
the right side of the curve, because we
have a fundamental and critical inter-
est in South Africa.

Having said that, let me say that I
attended the conference for another
purpose, not as a member of the con-
ference but, rather, to deal with the
issue of whether America should par-
ticipate in this process by way of issu-
ing American gold coins. I want to ex-
press my deep appreciation to my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Annunzio]l, for his great coopera-
tion and making possible the progress
we have made in connnection with
that work.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
[Mr. LEwis] has expired.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I.

yield an additional one-half minute to
my colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEwis].

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I
want every Member of this House to
know the important role that the gen-
tleman from California has played in
the gold coin portion of this legisla-
tion.

Much of the gold coin provision
which we are voting on today was
taken from H.R. 1123, introduced on
February 19 by Mr. LEwis, along with
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Dixon], and 237 other Members of the
House.

It was the hard work and tireless ef-
forts of the gentleman from California
[Mr. Lewis] that provided the push
for the Gold Coin Program. And while
1 had differences in the technical as-
pects of the legislation, I never for 1
minute had a difference with the gen-
tleman from California for the lauda-
ble purposes of the legislation.

Had the conference not addressed
the gold coin issue at this time, the
Consumer Affairs and Coinage Sub-
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committee, which I chair, was sched-
uled to hold hearings on the gentle-
man’s legislation in September. And I
am certain that the committee would
have reported the legislation and it
would have passed the House floor.

So while the conference did not di-
rectly pass the Lewis bill, it did pass
the Lewis principle. The gentleman
from California deserves the plaudits
of every Member of the House as well
as everyone in this country who was
interested in a Gold Coin Program.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my colleague, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNzIO], for
his comments.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make a few re-
marks here just before final adoption
by the House of Representatives of
the conference report on H.R. 1640 in
regard to the coins authorized in that
legislation. As the distinguished chair-
man of the Banking Subcommittee on
Consumer Affairs and Coinage has ac-
knowledged, the substance of the
Senate amendment that was accepted
by the conferees to this legislation is
the same as H.R. 1123, which I intro-
duced on February 19, so I think it is
useful to explain for the REcorp what
we are doing here by agreeing to the
Senate amendment.

The chairman has suggested that
the gold bullion coins will not become
a circulating medium of exchange. In
this detail, I believe history will prove
him wrong. The fictional dollar values
assigned in the conference will not
cause the gold coins never to circulate.
As the distinguished ranking member
of the Banking Committee, Mr.
WryLIiE, a member of the conference
committee, stated in his remarks a few
minutes ago, the coins will circulate at
their market value.

The fictional face value on the gold
coins was necessary to assure the legal
tender status of the gold coinage in
international trade, and to assure that
foreign nations will be required under
the General Agreement on Tarriffs
and Trade to permit the duty-free
import of U.S. coins.

Nevertheless, I am proud that the
conferees have accepted the Senate
amendment—the €U.S. gold bullion
coins that we initiated here by intro-
ducing H.R. 1123. I want to congratu-
late my colleague from California, Mr.
Dixon, for the help he has given us in
bringing this legislation forward. We
are proud that the bullion coin legisla-
tion has been cosponsored by every
member of the Black Caucus as well as
the entire Republican leadership.
Without his very early support and en-
dorsement of this positive solution to
the problem of the Krugerrand, it
would never have been possible to
achieve this degree of success.

The idea of a TU.S. bullion coin,
which is before us today as the Senate
amendment to H.R. 1460, has received
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the endorsement and cosponsorhip of
over 238 of our colleagues. This over-
whelming show of support for the idea
of a U.S. gold coinage is a tribute to
the bipartisan spirit in the Congress
when the time for a new idea has truly
come.

The idea for this gold coinage was
first presented to Congress by the
report of the Gold Commission in
1982. The Gold Commission was a spe-
cial, joint commission with representa-
tives from the Federal Reserve, the
Council of Economic Advisors, the
Joint Economic Committee, the
Senate and House Banking Commit-
tees, and the public. The 17-member
Commission was chaired by the Secre-
tary of Treasury, who is presently the
Chief of Staff at the White House.
One of the Gold Commission’s most
active members was our former col-
league, Ron Paul of Texas, who had
made the reestablishment of a U.S.
gold coinage his primary mission in his
four terms in Congress.

The Gold Commission’s duty was to
sit in judgment on the controversy
surrounding the role of gold. There
were voices demanding a “return to
the gold standard” and a mixture of
opinions regarding the role of mone-
tary policy and alternative regimes the
United States might adopt to stabilize
our system. The Gold Commission was
mandated to study and recommend a
policy to the Congress that would set
the role of gold in our monetary
system, with as little regard for poli-
tics or prejudice as might be possible.
Its report to the Congress was trans-
mitted on March 31, 1982.

The sole recommendation of the
Gold Commission was Ron Paul’s pro-
posal for a U.S. gold coinage. That is
the substance of the Senate amend-
ment to HR. 1460 before the House
today. The Gold Commission, like the
Congress today, supported the concept
of a gold coinage with a common con-
Sensus that such a coinage will be an
overall benefit to our monetary
system.

To quote the report of the Gold
Commission:

Among those who support the proposal,
two conceptions of the character of the
demand for such coins are evident. Some of
us expect the demand for such coins to be
an investment demand, similar to the
demand for Krugerrands, Maple Leafs,
Mexican pesos, and other foreign coins that
have found a market in this country. Others
expect the demand for such coins to be (or
have the potential to be) a demand for their
use as money. Their value would change
from day to day as the value of the gold
content of the coin fluctuated in the free
gold market.

Some advocates of this proposal see such
coins as facilitating development of a dual
monetary system, which would impose an
additional degree of discipline on discretion-
ary operation of monetary policy.

This was the case that Congressman
Paul put before the Gold Commission,
and he carried the Secretary of the
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Treasury and the overwhelming ma-
jority of the Gold Commission with
him.

The clear intent of the Commission
in its recommendation to the Congress
was to create competition in these two
aspects of the monefary system: First,
between gold coins from different issu-
ers, to let the American public have
the opportunity to satisfy a strongly
revealed demand for such coins in a
way that would not require them to
extend a hand to a symbol of apart-
heid or to a foreign sovereign; and
second, between forms of money, as in
a dual monetary system with the par-
allel, concurrent circulation of gold
ounces and paper dollars—with the
clear implication that without an ex-
clusive circulation for the one form or
the other, there could evolve some
greater implicit discipline on the mon-
etary authorities.

In the 99th Congress, my colleague,
Mr. Dixon, and I have worked to bring
the Gold Commission’'s recommenda-
tion to this final stage. On February
19 of this year, we introduced H.R.
1123 to create a coin similar to the
Gold Commission’s recommendation
and be positioned in the world coin
market so as to reduce substantially, if
not eliminate, the circulation of for-
eign gold coins in this country, par-
ticularly the Krugerrand from South
Africa.

On March 7, the majority leader,
Mr. DoLE, and Senator CRANSTON, the
minority whip in the Senate and a
member of both the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and Senate
Banking Committee, introduced an
identical bill, and that measure is
before this House today as the Senate
coinage amendment to H.R. 1460.

Although there have been no com-
mittee hearings and no reports in this
Congress on the gold coinage, the
Banking Committees of the House and
Senate have thoroughly examined the
merits of the proposal in the previous
Congresses, and of course we have the
report of the Gold Commission as part
of the legislative history of this mone-
tary reform.

I believe that history will unfold an
evolution in the role of these new U.S.
gold coins. From a small but auspi-
cious beginning, millions of American
will become owners of gold bullion
coins. When the day comes—and it
will—when the paper dollar once
agains depreciates rapidly due to an ir-
responsible and inflationary monetary
policy, our people will turn to their
bullion coins and find in our action
today the foundation for monetary
stability.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Ap-
DABBO]. F

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida,
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and I rise in strong support of this
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, the events of the past
several weeks have awakened us to the
fact that the situation in South Africa
can no longer be ignored and can no
longer be swept under the rug through
a policy of constructive engagement.

For years the administration has
been promising us that if we just went
along with a policy of friendly persua-
sion, things would begin to improve.
We have continued to receive assur-
ances from the White House that
things were improving. The events of
recent weeks have shown that this is
simply not the case.

The state of emergency imposed by
the government in Pretoria is vivid evi-
dence that that the situation is not
only not getting better but is in fact
getting worse. Whatever few human
rights the black population of South
Africa had have been brutally revoked
by this desperate move.

As the leader of the free world, this
Nation can no longer sit quietly by and
while a government that has enjoyed
our support becomes increasingly op-
pressive, The time has come to remove
our heads from the sand and recognize
that our policy of constructive engage-
ment has been a failure. The time has
come to impose severe and meaningful
sanctions against South Africa, ones
that will forcefully demonstrate our
disdain for their blatant violation of
human rights.

I stand today in support of the meas-
ures this Congress is considering
against South Africa. How many times
can we afford to stand by and allow
the Communists to exploit an intoler-
able situation to their own advantage
while we do nothing? Haven't we
learned from bitter experience what
can result when people of good will
and fine intentions close their eyes to
brutality?

. There is still time for us to act. The

blood of innocent people has already
begun to flow in South Africa, and
unless the civilized world is prepared
to stand up and demand that it be
stopped, I am afraid that the results
will be tragic.

I strongly urge my colleagues to take
action now. Perhaps if the government
in Pretoria is finally convinced that we
are serious about our opposition to
their actions they will begin to take re-
spect for human rights seriously. As
we voted for the original legislation,
we must now support this conference
report.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HoYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I speak
with honor and pride today that I am
a Member of this House which is con-
sidering the conference report on H.R.
1460, the Anti-Apartheid Act, which I
have cosponsored.
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My regret is that the Congress did
not adopt this legislation last year. Al-
though the House adopted a similar
bill, the Senate did not do so. If the
Congress had taken a stand, perhaps
lives in South Africa would have been
saved. Perhaps we would not be wit-
nessing the dire situation which exists
in South Africa today.

In speaking in favor of the legisla-
tion when the House debated it in
June, I said that we must realize the
long-term implications of our present
relationship with South Africa. I said
that most people agree that the walls
of apartheid will be torn down, and
that most people agree that the longer
the walls remain standing, the more
viclent will be the means to bring
them down. We are now witnessing
that violence. We must not delay an-
other day in taking a stand for our
Government against the evil of apart-
heid.

The legislation which we have
before us today clearly demonstrates
our distaste for apartheid. It takes im-
portant steps to end our country's fi-
nancial support for the South African
system. In the legislation: We end
bank loans to South Africa, we prohib-
it the importation of South African
gold coins, we prohibit the sale of com-
puter equipment to South Africa and
we seek to end new investment by
American companies in South Africa
unless there is significant change in
the apartheid system.

Some say that this legislation is not
enough. That we must end all Ameri-
can investment in South Africa. That
is true. We can continue to work
toward that goal, and if no progress
occurs implement such a policy. But
the legislation which we have before
us today is an excellent start. It ends
our country’s misguided policy of
“constructive engagement’” and in its
place makes clear that we have no tol-
erance for the immoral system of
apartheid.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
legislation. I am honored to vote to
bring freedom and justice to all of the
people of South Africa.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. DEWiINE], who signed the
conference report.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DeWINE. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise
in very strong support of this measure,
which is long overdue, to bring justice
and equal opportunity to South
Africa. I commend the leadership of
our Committee on Foreign Affairs and
of the Subcommittee on Africa for
bringing this measure to the floor
before we recess and, hopefully, in
time to save additional lives.
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Mr. Speaker, I hope that all of my
colleagues will be able to support this
legislation, an important step in the
increased American pressure that
should be brought against the South
African Government in an effort to
persuade it to end its current harsh,
discriminatory policies.

The recent events in South Africa
emphasize the need for this legisla-
tion. Some forces in South Africa will
use the present unrest as an excuse to
press for the repeal of the modest re-
forms that have been made up to this
date. We must speak to those forces,
and let them know that we expect
progress, not reaction, in the face of
current tensions. Obviously, the
system in South Africa cannot be
changed overnight. But we expect
measured, real change to come about.

This bill provides immediate sanc-
tions in the form of a cutoff of loans
to the South African Government, a
banning of the importation of Kruger-
rands, and a halt to shipments of com-
puters to that country. The bill calls
for increasing sanctions in the months
and years ahead if South Africa fails
to heed the call of the international
community and the great majority of
its own people and if it fails to under-
take serious reforms.

I was pleased to support the original
bill when it came to the House floor,
and I am happy to support this com-
promise version of the legislation.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. Speaker, I voted
against this bill when it came on the
House floor. I voted against it in com-
mittee and subcommittee. But last
night I signed the conference commit-
tee report.

Make no mistake about it, this is a
much superior bill than the one we
sent out of this House, and it is superi-
or for several reasons. First of all, it
does have mandatory Sullivan princi-
ples in it. It allows the United States
to continue and to expand its con-
structive role in South Africa. It has
mandatory Sullivan principles for all
U.S. companies doing business in
South Africa.

The second main reason that I am
supporting this bill is because the
House bill was all front loaded. It did
everything right away. This bill is a
much more reasoned, logical approach.
It does a few things at first, and then
it tells the Government of South
Africa, “This is what we are going to
do, and this is how you can avoid it if
you will grant some very basic, ele-
mentary human rights.”

Mr. Speaker, 1 urge my colleagues to
support this conference report. I urge
my President to sign the bill. It is a
good bill, it is a constructive bill. No
one on either side of the aisle knows,
frankly, what good this bill will do. We
do not honestly know. Sometimes I
think both sides overestimate our abil-
ity to control events in South Africa,
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but it is right that we try, and this is
the right bill to do it with.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GARCIA]. _

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, very
quickly, I would like to say that from
the magic moments when Randall
Robinson and our colleague, the gen-
tleman from the District of Columbia,
Mr. WALTER FaUNTROY, started the
demonstrations in front of the South
African Embassy, to the point where
so many of us demonstrated in front
of that embassy, to the magic moment
yesterday when in fact I was honored
to be one of the conferees to sign that
conference report, I have believed that
peaceful and constructive and mean-
ingful demonstrations can bring about
change, and I think that was the prod-
uct of yesterday’'s debate.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDERSON].

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
was a Member who offered one of the
two substitutes considered by this
Congress when this issue was before us
at an earlier point in time, and I, too,
am happy today to stand and urge my
colleagues to support the conference
report.

Let me point out what we have in-
cluded in this particular package. I
want to commend those Members on
both sides of the aisle of the Foreign
Affairs Committee and the Banking
Committee for an outstanding job of
bringing about a bipartisan program
for justice in South Africa. That is
what this is. It is the positive action
that we talked about, with Sullivan
proposals, the scholarships for the
blacks, and the conditional investment
as well.

I consider that positive because it
says there are certain things we are
going to do today. We are going to tell
the Government of South Africa,
“Clean up your act. Bring justice to all
your people or a year from now we are
going to take tougher actions. But you
be the judge.”

What we are really doing today,
then, is we are going beyond the posi-
tive actions of conditional investment
and the positive actions I have men-
tioned to include some sanctions,
something many of us on our side of
the aisle opposed earlier. Why should
we do that today? I believe that the
sanctions included in this bill are a le-
gitimate response to the state of emer-
gency and the actions that are occur-
ring by the South African Govern-
ment today, and I say that it would be
wrong for the greatest free republic in
the world to not have some kind of re-
sponse for the rest of the world to
know that we still are the bastion of
freedom and we want to send that
signal to the world, that bipartisan
plan for justice.
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Mr. Speaker, that is what we are
doing today. I commend my colleagues
for this action, and I join with them in
their very positive action on this par-
ticular proposal.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BERMAN].

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend the principal spon-
sors of this bill, the gentleman from
Michigan, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania and the gentleman from New
York. Throughout their long and dis-
tinguished careers in this body, they
have worked tireless for a just and
humane policy toward South Africa.
We are deeply indebted to them for
dedicating so much of their enormous
talent, their unbounded energy and
their great wisdom to this cause.

The sanctions in this bill will not
force the South African Government
to immediately grant equal rights to
blacks.

But those who rule in South Africa
should understand the bill’s full mean-
ing.

It means that the United States has
joined the peaceful protest against
apartheid—we will use nonviolent
pressure to hasten the end of racial
domination.

And this bill means that we do not
regard the oppressors in South Africa
as allies. Their rigid adherence to
apartheid is the best friend the Soviet
Union has in Africa.

One of the bill’s sanctions—the re-
striction on computer sales to the
South African Government—directly
affects the enforcement of apartheid.

As the originator of the ban on com-
puter sales to the South African Gov-
ernment which the House passed in
the ‘Anti-Apartheid Act, and as the
conferee who negotiated the compro-
mise which appears in this bill, I
would like to comment on the comput-
er sanctions.

These are significant new restric-
tions on computer sales to the South
African Government. They close huge
loopholes in current regulations.

It is important to note that the sanc-
tions apply to all future sales of com-
puters, software or goods or technolo-
gy intended to service computers—
whether or not such sales may be sub-
ject to long-term contracts or leasing
arrangements. Explicit language in
the House bill applied the sanctions to
exisiting contracts. This was dropped
in conference only because it was no
longer necessary. The House bill
amended the Export Administration
Act, which contains a contract sanctity
provision exempting contracted ex-
ports from foreign policy controls. The
computer sanctions in this bill are free
standing. They do not fall under the
Export Administration Act, and there-
fore need no special provision to
assure that they apply to all exports,
whether subject to a contract or not.
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The bill imposes a total ban on com-
puter sales to South Africa’s military,
police and apartheid-enforcing agen-
cies.

The ban applies to sales of all com-
puters of any size. Current regula-
tions, by contrast, impose no controls
on personal computer sales to South
Africa’s police or apartheid-enforcing
agencies, Exceptions for personal com-
puters are inappropriate in the South
African context. Any personal comput-
er can be outfitted with a hard disk
with a memory of 2,000 pages, or,
using a modem, can become a terminal
for a mainframe and have access to its
memory bank. The South African
Government can use personal comput-
ers in local and regional offices, as well
as central government mainframe
computers, to enforce controls on
blacks.

The sanctions explicitly cover soft-
ware and servicing for American com-
puters already owned by the South Af-
rican Government. Current regula-
tions exempt from controls software
and servicing for goods previously li-
censed.

The ban on sales to the military,
police and apartheid-enforcing agen-
cies covers all computer sales for any
purpose. Current regulations allow
computer sales to these entities if it is
somehow determined that the comput-
er will not contribute significantly to
security or apartheid functions.

Finally, all computers sold to any
entity of the South African Govern-
ment are subject to the end use verifi-
cation requirement. The verification
procedures must be adequate to assure
the computers are not used for police,
military or apartheid-enforcing pur-
poses. Currently, there are no such
controls over computers sold to most
agencies of the South African Govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I was disturbed by the
active lobbying which some computer
companies did to minimize restrictions
on computer sales to the South Afri-
can Government—particularly Control
Data, IBM, and Hewlett-Packard.

To be fair, these companies argued
from the beginning that they did not
wish to sell new computers to South
Africa’s military, police, or apartheid-
enforcing agencies. But they did want
to continue to serve and provide soft-
ware for computers previously sold or
leased to these agencies. They insisted
on continuing to sell to other agencies
of the South African Government—
even those which do not in any way
benefit blacks.

As far as I know, computer industry
spokesmen were the only business rep-
resentatives who mounted an active
campaign against sanctions in this bill.
Their actions are surprising, given
that their product contributes so di-
rectly to apartheid, and sales to the
South African Government represent
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such a tiny fraction of their worldwide
profit.

Recall that when some American
companies unknowingly contracted to
sell nerve gas chemicals to Iraq, those
companies appealed to the Govern-
ment for sanctions to relieve them
from any obligation to fulfill the nerve
gas contracts. I would have thought
that American computer companies
would take a similar view of their busi-
ness with the South African Govern-
ment. A total ban on computer sales to
the Government would relieve them of
any obligation to sell a computer that
might be used to oppress blacks.

Were it not for computer company
lobbying, this bill might have con-
tained the original House ban on all
computer sales to the South African
Government. It would have been
much stronger. Even though this bill
requires verification procedures, it is
going to be very difficult to prevent
the South African Government from
using any computer at its disposal to
maintain controls over the daily lives
of blacks.

I would urge the computer compa-
nies voluntarily to halt all sales to the
South African Government, following
the example of American banks. Some
things are more important than prof-
its.

If the computer companies are de-
termined to sell the South African
Government, I would note that much
of the burden for end use verification
will fall on their shoulders. I would
urge them to be thorough and con-
scientious to assure there is no diver-
sion of their computers to use in en-
forcing apartheid.

Finally, I would note that the State-
ment of Managers urges computer
companies not to sell computers of
any size to South African Government
agencies which provide no services to
nonwhites. Although the law prohibits
only sales above $100,000 to such agen-
cies, I would urge the companies to
sell computers only to government en-
tities which provide valuable services
to blacks in South Africa.

0O 1450

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr.
ZscHAU], a member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

Mr. ZSCHAU. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the conference
report. I want to commend the confer-
ees and the authors of this legislation
for their leadership.

When H.R. 1460 was before the
House earlier this year, I voted against
it. Although I supported its objective
of helping to bring an end to apart-
heid, I felt that it contained provisions
that would be counterproductive to
that objective. In particular, I opposed
the ban on new investment. Many U.S.




August 1, 1985

companies are playing a constructive
role in bringing about fair employ-
ment practices and a better life to
black South Africans. These compa-
nies, which subscribe to the Sullivan
principles, should be encouraged to
expand and help bring about change
rather than being stifled.

I offered an amendment to the
House bill that would have restricted
the ban on new investment to only
those companies that did not abide by
the Sullivan code. My amendment was
defeated. However, I'm pleased that
the concept of my amendment is in
this conference report. The Sullivan
code is made mandatory, and there is
no ban on new investment by U.S.
companies.

I was also concerned about the blan-
ket ban on computer sales to the Gov-
ernment of South Africa contained in
the House bill. We should not be sell-
ing computers for use by the South
African Government in administering
apartheid. In fact, current export reg-
ulations restrict that. However, I feel
that U.S. companies should be able to
compete for the business of South Af-
rican Government agencies that have
nothing to do with the enforcement of
apartheid and which provide valuable
services to nonwhites as well as whites.
In this conference report, the comput-
er ban is targeted to restrict computer
sales only to those agencies that en-
force apartheid. That is as it should
be.

This conference report, in my opin-
ion, is a balanced and responsible
action. It is important that it is bal-
anced and responsible. However, it is
essential that it is an action. The time
for talk is past. The time for action is
now.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this conference report, and I
urge the President to sign this legisla-
tion into law.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. Laco-
MARSINO], a member of the Foreign
Affairs Committee.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker,
I am one of those who voted against
the bill when it passed the House, but
I must point out to my colleagues that
this is not the same bill. In my opin-
ion, the House-passed bill would have
been counterproductive, would have
done more damage than good. I think
the bill as drafted by the conference
committee is appropriate. It makes a
statement that we should all make and
I think it may well help the situation
in South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
vote for the bill.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, to
conclude the debate now on our side, I
yield the remaining time to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr, Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.
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I rise in support of this conference
report. Over the last 2 hours, I have
been circulating on the floor among
Republican Members who voted
against this bill when it left the
House. A letter to the President,
which I intend to read at this point,
along with the signatures of the Mem-
bers who have signed the letter, is as
follows:

HoUsE OoF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, August 1, 1985.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, DC.

DEeAR MR. PRESIDENT: On June 5, 1985, the
House of Representatives voted by an over-
whelming margin to immediately impose
economic sanctions on South Africa. Subse-
guently, the Senate on July 11 passed its
version of sanctions against the South Afri-
can government by an even larger margin.
We opposed the House bill believing many
of its provisions to be ineffective and coun-
terproductive.

However, we are now prepared to support
the agreement reached last night by House
and Senate conferees. We believe the Con-
ference Report to be a fair and reasonable
compromise between the House and Senate
positions. Furthermore, the persistent and
escalating violence in South Africa requires
our country to respond immediately to this
crisis.

We respectfully urge you not to veto this
measure because it is an important state-
ment of U.S. policy for the future. It has bi-
partisan support in both Houses which is
almost certainly substantial enough to over-
ride a veto. Given our strong support for
this measure, we would be compelled to ac-
tively work for such an override, should it
become necessary. We urge you to accept
the Conference Report on H.R. 1460.

Mr. Speaker, that letter is signed by
myself, Messrs. BROOMFIELD, GING-
RICH, HENRY, GUNDERSON, CRAIG,
Hiiiis, Mrs. VucanovicH, Messrs.
STRANG, BEREUTER, DREIER, ZSCHAU, La-
GOMARSINO, WHITTAKER, DEWINE, and
CoBEY.

We will have other signatures before
this day is over. I expect to nearly
double that number.

I think it is a signal to the President
that those 127 people who voted
against this bill when it left the House
is not a base upon which to build a
veto. In fact, that base is deteriorat-
ing.

The President ought to sign this bill.
It is a good bill at a good time.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
again for yielding.

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 4
minutes for purposes of closing the
debate to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLARZ].

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLARZ. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, today marks an historic beginning
for the U.S. Congress. While we have
always been able to battle the disgust-
ing practice of apartheid with rheto-
ric, we have the opportunity today to
put the U.S. Congress on record
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against the policies of the South Afri-
can Government. I want to ask our
colleagues in the other body at this
time.to approve the conference report
to H.R. 1460. Let America again be
looked upon as the primary defender
of world rights and liberties.

Obviously, the legislation is a first,
albeit important, step in the fight
against apartheid. No one in the Con-
gress should overlook the significance
of today's legislation. Unless the
South African Government changes
its ways, more needs to be done in the
future. However, I am concerned that
while the measure we have before us
today may soon become law, it still
might lack the full support of the ad-
ministration.

Mr. Speaker, we are not the only
nation with an interest in this matter.
The case for bringing economic¢ sanc-
tions against South Africa by the
international community at the
United Nations is a continuing one.
The world body needs the backing of
the United States to pass meaningful
sanctions against the South Africans. I
am very concerned that the adminis-
tration might not support the limited
sanctions we are considering today.
Such a lack of support would break
the back of those advocating an end to
the apartheid system. Thus, I will be
introducing legislation in September
which would express the sense of the
Congress that this institution expects
the administration to uphold these
sanctions should they become law. In
such a highly visible world forum as
the United Nations, the potential
damage that might result to the anti-
apartheid movement from administra-
tion inaction is enormous.

Mr. Speaker, should H.R 1460
become law, it must mark the end of
the policy of constructive engagement.
Let us not be the one nation standing
in the way of social reform in South
Africa. In the face of new regulations
banning even outdoor funerals, I call
upon the President to support this leg-
islation, and to meet with members of
the Congressional Black Caucus to
hear our concerns on this matter.

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, this is an
extraordinarily significant achieve-
ment. For the first time since the es-
tablishment of apartheid in 1948, 37
years ago, the United States will be
going on record as making clear our
opposition to apartheid by deed, as
well as by word.

The adoption of this conference
report will send a message to the mi-
nority regime in South Africa that the
United States will not continue to con-
duct business as usual with them in
the absence of any meaningful
progress for the elimination of apart-
heid.

It will send a message to the indige-
nous majority within South Africa
that the United States is on the side of
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change, rather than on the side of the
status quo in that country.

A little bit earlier, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BurToN] said that
he was fearful of the consequences for
the West if an unfriendly government
should one day come to power in
South Africa. Well, let me tell my
friend, the gentleman from Indiana,
and the other Members of this House,
that sooner or later, the black majori-
ty in South Africa will inevitably be in
a position to determine their own des-
tiny and when that day comes, the
United States will be in a much better
position to have a truly constructive
relationship with South Africa if, in
the interim, we have made it clear
that we are on the side of change,
rather than on the side of the status
quo.

Mr. Speaker, I want to use this op-
portunity to close the debate to make
a plea to the President of the United
States, who has here an opportunity
to create a genuine bipartisan consen-
sus with respect to our foreign policy
toward South Africa, not only a con-
sensus among Democrats and Republi-
cans in the Congress, but a consensus
between the Congress and the execu-
tive branch itself.

We are much more effective abroad
when we are united at home. How
wonderful it would be if we could all
stand up in the Rose Garden of the
White House, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, together with the Presi-
dent of the United States, and say to
South Africa and the rest of the world
that the United States, at long last, is
prepared to use its influence, its re-
sources, to help bring about the elimi-
nation of apartheid in South Africa.

I would say to the President of the
United States, “Mr. President, after
the murder of 500 blacks in South
Africa in the last year alone, most of
them by the security forces of that
country, after the establishment of
the state of seige, after the withdrawal
of the U.S. Ambassador to South
Africa from Pretoria and the with-
drawal of the South African Ambassa-
dor to the United States from Wash-
ington, after the establishment of
sanctions against South Africa by
Canada and France and the call for
sanctions against South Africa unani-
mously by the Security Council of the
United Nations, the time has come for
us to finally write the obituary for the
policy of constructive engagement.

“It was tried, but it did not work,
and it created the impression that the
United States was somehow in sympa-
thy with the Government of South
Africa without producing any mean-
ingful progress toward the elimination
of apartheid.”

0 1500

We need a new policy, the policy em-
bodied in this conference report which
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calls for the elimination forthwith of
apartheid in South Africa. :

® Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, we
are dealing with many issues today,
but few are more important or timely
than the adoption of this conference
report. The events of the last few
weeks have proven—if further proof
were needed—that the Government of
South Africa ruthlessly represses its
black citizens. Just yesterday, new re-
strictions were imposed on funerals,
which are the only form of political
expression left to South African
blacks.

Many Americans have watched in
horror and frustration the deteriorat-
ing situation in South Africa. And
they have asked a single question:
What is our Government, one that is
founded on respect for human rights
and human freedom, what is our Gov-
ernment doing to end this tragedy?
The answer to that question is in this
legislation. The measures it proposes
are quite simply the least we can do.

There have been many speeches
made about the situation in South
Africa. But this bill speaks more
loudly and more effectively than even
the most elogquent words. It is our op-
portunity to demonstrate our commit-
ment to racial justice and political lib-
erties, not just at home but abroad.

Mr. Speaker, there should be no con-
troversy about this conference report.
The House has agreed to these provi-
sions. The Senate has agreed. I hope
the White House will come to agree as
well. But now it is time for us to act. I
urge my colleagues to adopt this con-
ference report.e
@ Mr. pE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act, as reported by the confer-
ence committee. While this Member
would have preferred to see the Con-
gress pass the measure previously ap-
proved by the House, the compromise
represented by the conference report
imposes economic sanctions on South
Africa and indicates the steps we are
willing to take if conditions in that
country do not improve.

At present, the situation in South
Africa is deteriorating. The 500 dead
and over 1,200 arrests in the past year,
and the current state of emergency
that accelerated these statistics, speak
of a situation which the United States
must not continue to ignore. Our cur-
rent policy of constructive engagement
is an embarrassment. The South Afri-
can Government has graphically illus-
trated the fact that it is unimpressed
by this country’s quiet, and unenthu-
siastic, disapproval of apartheid. Our
credibility as a nation concerned with
civil rights and willing, as we have
done most recently in the case of Nica-
ragua, to express this conviction in
concrete terms is on the line here. We
must, at 2 minimum, vote in favor of
the Anti-Apartheid Act.@
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® Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr.
Speaker, we have before us the confer-
ence report on H.R. 1460, the Anti-
Apartheid Act. It is a good bill, and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

This bill imposes an immediate ban
on the importation of Krugerrands,
prohibits loans to the South African
Government, puts limitations on ex-
ports of computers to the South Afri-
can Government, and imposes limita-
tions on the export of nuclear goods
and technology.

Additional sanctions are to be im-
posed if, after a 12-month period, the
South African Government makes no
progress toward ending apartheid. The
sanctions can be eased if the Govern-
ment makes progress. These additional
sanctions include a ban on new U.S. in-
vestment in South Africa, prohibition
of the imports into the United States
of coal or uranium from South Africa,
and the revocation of the most-fa-
vored-nation tariff status South Africa
now enjoys with the United States.

Mr. Speaker, South Africa's practice
of apartheid—institutional racism—is
brutal and utterly inhumane. It is con-
trary to any standard of civilized socie-
ty, and it must be stopped.

The Reagan administration’s policy
of constructive engagement is a fail-
ure. It has done nothing to ease the
plight of South Africa’s 22 million
blacks. Rather, internal repression has
escalated dramatically over the last 4
years. Black South Africans cannot
vote or run for public office or have a
voice in their own destiny. The South
African Government's homelands
policy has resulted in over 9 million
black South Africans being stripped of
their citizenship in the land of their
own birth. The South Africa Govern-
ment has increased its oppression of
trade unions. Its policies have resulted
in the deaths of blacks fighting for
their rights and freedom. Constructive
engagement has aligned the United
States—our country—with the repres-
sion of white rule in the eyes of South
Africa’s black majority. America
should stand for justice in South
Africa. It is right and it will best serve
our national interest.

Now South African President Botha
has declared a state of emergency in
that country. Repeatedly we see foot-
age of black South Africans demon-
strating for their rights and freedoms.
Repeatedly we hear stories of more
deaths of black South Africans, killed
in the pursuit of these goals.

Mr. Speaker, as citizens of the
United States, where freedom and
equality are held precious and inviola-
ble, we must support these overriding
principles on behalf of an oppressed
people. Black South Africans have
made it clear that even if sanctions
create hardships for them in the short
run, they are willing to bear the
burden to achieve political and eco-
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nomic freedom in the long run. The
struggle in South Africa is not about
jobs or investments. it's about justice
and dignity and political freedom.

South African Bishop Desmond
Tutu, recipient of the 1984 Nobel Prize
for Peace, has said that no amount of
repression can contain the millions of
black South Africans who are deter-
mined to be free. Let us join with
them and help them achieve their as-
pirations. Support this bill.

Thank you.e
® Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, it is
now quite evident that in the past few
weeks the policy of constructive en-
gagement with South Africa has had
very negative consequences. Coupled
with the recent crackdown by South
African authorities and the resulting
deaths and arrests of South African
blacks, President Reagan appears to
have no choice now but to sign this
historic legislation.

In conference, members of the Presi-
dent’'s own party have clearly repudi-
ated the Reagan administration’s
policy of constructive engagement by
agreeing to the conference report on
the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985. It is
now up to the whole Senate to follow
the leadership of Senator Lucar,
chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and put the entire
Senate on record in opposition to the
apartheid system.

The Senate and ultimately the Presi-
dent, by agreeing to and signing the
bill, will usher in a new era in U.S. for-
eign policy. We will serve notice to the
world that the United States will be
willing to use economic sanctions to
protect the human rights of people
across the world. Clearly, the Ameri-
can people are making the struggle for
human dignity their own struggle.
Surely the President and Senate
cannot ignore now the will of the
American people manifesting itself in
an overwhelming 380-48 repudiation
of constructive engagement.

If our great Nation is committed to
equality and justice, then we must
honor our own standards here and
abroad and immediately disassociate
ourselves from the appalling system of
apartheid. As Bishop Desmond Tutu,
Nobel Peace Prize winner, remarked,
“Economic restrictions are black
South Africa’s only chance. The argu-
ment that blacks would suffer most
from greater economic pressure is
moral humbug.” Today, my collegues,
we can set into motion a forceful and
realistic attack on South African
apartheid. A policy that will enfran-
chise black South Africans with digni-
ty and respect, and the political privi-
leges that citizens all over the free
world too often take for granted.@
® Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, South
Africa’s policy of apartheid represents
vicious, institutionalized racism. It is a
practice that has not ended with the
administration’s policy of constructive
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engagement. The fact is constructive
engagement is a failed policy, and the
time has come to stop providing sup-
port to a nation whose practices so
completely belie our own democratic
traditions of fairness and equality
under the law. It is time to repudiate
the policy of constructive engagement.

The failure of constructive engage-
ment is evidenced by this mornings
headlines. In response to increasingly
vocal opposition to apartheid the
white minority government of South
Africa has banned outdoor funerals
with any political content. Rather
than working with black leaders to
ease tensions, the Government has re-
moved the only manner in which
blacks were able to demonstrate their
opposition to the Government.

Mr. Speaker, I support this legisla-
tion which will impose economiec sanc-
tions against South Africa. Economic
sanctions can be a legitimate tool of
foreign policy, and 1 am convinced
that this would be an appropriate and
effective means to bring about change
in South Africa. It would, in any case,
leave no question where the United
States stands on the abhorrent policy
of apartheid.

The economic sanctions in the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985 are just and
represent a critical first step in disas-
sociating the United States from the
cruel and racist policies of South
Africa. I urge adoption of this legisla-
tion.e
® Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to once again express
my deep concern that our Government
recognize the brutality endemic to the
apartheid regime in South Africa, and
that we as a nation abandon, without
further delay, our policy of construec-
tive engagement.

Mr. Speaker, France, Canada, and
other members of the world communi-
ty of nations are taking firm and un-
equivocal stands in response to Preto-
ria’s unprecedented crackdown against
the black people of South Africa. We
can no longer continue to cling to a
policy which has failed so completely
and so tragically. South Africa must
be made to understand that if it does
wish to be considered a member of the
western community of nations, there
are certain standards which must be
met. Simply claiming to be anti-Com-
munist is not enough. If South Africa
insists on its right to reject and defy
all tenents of social and political jus-
tice and decency, we must insist upon
our right to disassociate completely
from that tyranny.

The international community is al-
ready doing precisely what I am advo-
cating here tody. France, Sweden,
Canada have all taken a stand. Euro-
pean parliamentarians are protesting
€1 masse.

My concern, Mr. Speaker, is that the
United States of America not be the
one country clinging tenaciously to
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the apartheid regime while all other
nations, great and small, do their parts
to hasten the dismantlement of the re-
pulsive system.

On March 17, 1985, I introduced the
Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985. On July
31, House and Senate conferees agreed
to ban bank loans to the South Afri-
can public sector, ban nuclear trade
with South Africa, ban computer ex-
ports to the Government of South
Africa, and end the importation of
South African Krugerrands into this
country.

Constructive engagement clearly re-
flects neither the will of the American
people nor the rising international
tide in opposition to apartheid. I com-
mend House and Senate conferees on
the leadership they have shown. I
trust that this bipartisan, bicameral
position makes clear the urgency of
implementing a new and enlightened
South African policy.e
® Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to commend
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Affairs Committee, the gentle-
man from Florida, for his outstanding
and effective effort in bringing legisla-
tion important to the national interest
to the floor in a timely manner. It is
my understanding that over the past 2
weeks, the foreign Affairs Committee
had three bills in conference simulta-
neously. To complicate the situation
even further, it was necessary to inter-
rupt the foreign aid conference, to
take up and pass the Micronesian com-
pact legislation. This was all accom-
plished smoothly.

We all owe our thanks to Mr. Fas-
ceELL, his committee, especially the
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]
for demonstrating a true spirit of con-
structive bipartisanship.e
® Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, when
the South African sanctions passed
the House I voted “no.” In general, I
thought the motivation good, the
moral statement even better, but that
the results would be harmful to all
parties involved, particularly the black
people of South Africa.

In general, I don't like sanctions. On
the record, they have not been suc-
cessful. I don't like sending messages
by shooting ourselves or other rela-
tively innocent bystanders in the foot.

In general, I like the policy of con-
structive engagement. I believe we are
more effective working with foreign
governments than we are when we
threaten them. I like having U.S.
firms, using Sullivan principles, stand-
ing as an example and a symbol in
South Africa.

But, conditions have taken us past
the in general stage and the personal
preference state. The situation in
South Africa has worsened, and con-
tinues to do so.
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The conference report has taken us
past the send-a-message stage. It is a
vast improvement over the previously
passed House bill. Both the carrots
and the 1-year stick are helpful

It is now time for the Congress to
act.

For those of us who don't like sanc-
tions, who want to keep the U.S. pres-
ence as a symbol in South Africa, it is
time to acknowledge the need for
action.

There is a cost to us, and to the
people, black and white, of South
Africa. There are times when people
of good will must accept some costs in
the name of principle. One speaker
today said that moral question had
become predominant.

I am forced to conclude he is right. I
must vote for this bill.e
® Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut.
Mr. Speaker, I was honored to partici-
pate in the conference on the Anti-
Apartheid Act of 1985. I urge support
oii this most essential piece of legisla-
tion.

The sanctions that conferees agreed
on against South Africa include ban-
ning the importation of Krugerrands,
halting new U.S. bank loans, banning
the sale of nuclear technology, apply-
ing the Sullivan principles to U.S.
firms with more than 25 employees,
minting new U.S. gold coins to com-
pete with the Krugerrand, and provid-
ing $34 million of AID funds for schol-
arships for black South Africans. I be-
lieve that these sanctions send a mes-
sage to the South African Government
that apartheid must end, that they
cannot continue to oppress 23 million
of its citizens. The sanctions also send
a message to our Government that we
don’'t want to be constructively en-
gaged with a government that prac-
tices legally mandated racism.

The situation in South Africa has
deteriorated drastically in the past
week. Since the Government estab-
lished a state of emergency 11 days
ago, 25 persons have been killed and
1,259 have been arrested. In addition,
a ban on outside funerals for anyone
who has died of unnatural causes in
any of the black townships was estab-
lished today. The state of emergency
grants broad powers to the South Afri-
can defense force and to the South Af-
rican police (including the railways
police and the prisons service). Those
forces are authorized to “apply * * *
such force as he under the circum-
stances may deem necessary * * *” to
prevent even a suspected danger to
public order. They are authorized to
arrest and detain without a warrant or
charge for up to 14 days. However,
that 14-day period can be extended for
an indefinite period pursuant to a
written notice issued by the Minister
of Law and Order. Detentions under
the state of emergency do not have to
allow access to legal counsel or family.
The names of those detained may be
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withheld and any unauthorized distri-
bution of the names is punishable by
up to 10 years imprisonment or a sub-
stantial fine. It is important to note
that new powers are an extension of
far-reaching powers authorized under
preexisting statutory law. The Inter-
nal Security Act of 1982 had already
given the police broad powers to cur-
tail the civil liberties of South Africa’s
black citizens. The 1982 act gives a
police officer of the rank of lieutenant
colonel or higher the power to detain
a person incommunicado for the pur-
poses of interrogation.

The conferees agreed that President
Reagan must recommend stiffer sanc-
tions for congressional approval, if the
South African Government does not
take one of several steps to end its op-
pressive and racist system of apart-
heid. These sanctions include a ban on
new private U.S. investment in South
Africa, a denial of most-favored-nation
tariff status, and a prohibition on coal,
uranium, or both. The steps that
would be considered progress under
the conference include an end to
forced relocations, negotiations for a
new political system with full rights
for nonwhites, a settlement of the
status of South African-controlled Na-
mibia, freedom for all political prison-
ers, access to jobs and joint family
housing for nonwhites, and an end to
denationalization practices of segrega-
tion.

I urge support for the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985. The United States
must take a stand against apartheid.e
® Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
offer my support to the conference
report on H.R. 1460, the Anti-Apart-
heid Act of 1985. While I would wish
for stronger measures, such as the im-
position of an immediate ban on new
investments in South Africa, I can
support this bill because it is the first
definitive action that this Congress
has taken to express its abhorrence of
apartheid.

Congress hereby states that the past
pressures on the South African minor-
ity rule government have failed to
effect substantive changes in that
country's racist policies. In fact, many
in this country and in this Congress
believe that the administration’s
policy of ‘“constructive engagement”
has been equivalent to tacit approval
of apartheid and to support for Mr.
Botha's white-supremacist rule.

The increasing violence and unmiti-
gated police brutality in South Africa
show us that the situation is becoming
worse. The state of emergency im-
posed by Pretoria demonstrates that
the government plans to deal with the
rising level of anger in the black com-
munity by implementing more repres-
sive policies and by arresting opposi-
tion figures. Yesterday's new ban on
mass outdoor funerals, the only means
for blacks in South Africa to express
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dissent, makes this legislation most
timely.

Mr. Speaker, this bill deserves our
strong support. It is a long overdue
change in our policy toward South
Africa. The Anti-Apartheid Act of
1985 signifies unequivocally the begin-
ning of the end of the fruitless policy
of “constructive engagement.”®
® Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, over the
past few months we have seen Ameri-
ca’s attention focused on two crises in
Africa. In sub-Sahara Africa we have
witnessed the starvation of hundreds
of thousands of people who have had
their lives devastated by the worst
that nature has to offer; and America
has responded.

Even as we are helping to feed starv-
ing people in Africa we have been wit-
nessing another disaster. This disaster
represents the worst that man has to
offer. The present Government of
South Africa survives on the basis of a
repugnant system of racial servitude.
Again America is responding. The
frustration and anger of the American
people is represented in this legisla-
tion. These economic sanctions passed
by the House and Senate are the first
step in using America’s influence to
end the system of apartheid. We real-
ize that total change will not occur
overnight. But this measure will send
a clear message to South Africa and
also put them on notice that the
United States intends to exert what-
ever pressure it is capable of.

This antiapartheid legislation is a
first step; it is by no means the final
action. No matter what it takes—com-
plete economic isolation, severance of
diplomatic relations, and the cessation
of all political contacts between our
country and South Africa—apartheid
must end.

This legislation is also warning to
the Reagan administration. While
black South Africans are being mur-
dered and imprisoned on a daily basis,
President Reagan continues to stand
by his bankrupt policy of constructive
engagement. The Reagan administra-
tion knows that it cannot maintain
this policy.

Mr. Speaker, let there be no mistake
about what we are doing here today.
We are taking a largely symbolic but
important action step. But this is not
the end of our pressures against the
racist apartheid regime in South
Africa; this is the beginning of the end
of apartheid.@
® Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today, the House overwhelming ap-
proved the conference report on the
Anti-Apartheid Act. It eventually will
be approved by the Senate as well.
While the act, as agreed to by the
House and Senate conferees, is not as
strong as some of us would have liked,
it represents the best legislative pro-
posal that could be obtained at this
time.
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Economic sanctions, at times, are
more symbolic than effective. The
Anti-Apartheid Act, a highly biparti-
san measure, is important in that it
signals to the world ecommunity and
Pretoria that the Congress and the
American people are committed to sev-
ering its relationship with, and sup-
port of, the most racist government on
the planet. We want South Africa to
open its doors of freedom to all of its
citizens.

More importantly, the overwhelming
support for the Anti-Apartheid Act
signals to the Reagan administration
that the constructive engagement
policy has not only been a failure, but
it has resulted in South Africa believ-
ing that the United States, while
giving lipservice to apartheid, encour-
ages for South Africa to conduct busi-
ness as usual. Why should South
Africa change its racist policies when
it feels it has the backing of the most
powerful government in the world?

Constructive engagement has per-
mitted the United States to become
the largest trading partner and
second-largest foreign investor in
South Africa. It also has become a
toothless euphemism disguising mili-
tary, economic, and diplomatic sup-
port to Pretoria which, until recently,
has gone almost totally unnoticed.

Late last year, the Free South Africa
Movement began; members of the
Congressional Black Caucus and other
Members of Congress were arrested
almost daily at the South Africa Em-
bassy. These arrests were instrumental
in bringing the apartheid issue, which
has existed for well over a century, to
the front burner. Since that time,
hundreds of thousands of Americans
have, in a variety of ways, joined in
showing their disapproval of South Af-
rica’s policies, and the administration’s
policy of passivity.

In fact, at this very moment, a large
protest march is occurring in Detroit
in which its citizens, as they have in
the past, are again demanding an end
to the terror in South Africa and re-
sponsible action from our Government
in Washington.

Constructive engagement has result-
ed in the loss of over 500 lives in South
Africa during the past year; addition-
ally, thousands of innocent people
being arrested. It has provided the mi-
nority government in South Africa
with the boldness to thumb its nose at
the world community, and impose in-
credible restrictions on 24 million indi-
viduals because they happen to be
black.

Considering the events of the past
several months in South Africa, where
blacks have been brutally murdered by
the South African police while attend-
ing funerals of others who also have
been killed by the police, the adminis-
tration should have taken the initia-
tive to declare its constructive engage-
ment policy toward South Africa inef-
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fective and inefficient, and a total fail-
ure. Perhaps the actions that the Con-
gress has taken today will cause the
administration to reexamine its atti-
tude to South Africa.

This is the same administration
which so eagerly provided military and
CIA support to rebels committed to
destroying the current government
which came to power as the result of
overthrowing the infamous Somoza
dictatorship. In fact, many of the
rebels are former members of the
Somoza regime. Recently, the adminis-
tration has declared the Nicaraguan
government a threat to our national
security, and had no problems impos-
ing economic sanctions.

Mr. Speaker, freedom is a very pre-
cious thing, and people will do any-
thing to get it. Time is growing short
for South Africa to peacefully end its
apartheid system. In fact, one might
say the revolution has already begun.
Our American Revolution was started
over the issue of freedom, and once it
started there was no way of stopping
it.

The burning desire for freedom
stops for no one. Nor can it be
stopped. Black South Africans will be
free one day; it’s just a matter of time.
As Bishop Desmond Tutu, South Afri-
ca’'s 1984 Nobel Peace Prize winner,
has reminded us, no amount of repres-
sion can contain 24 million people de-
termined to be free.

There are some who say that eco-
nomic sanctions will hurt South Afri-
can blacks more than it will the white
minority. Yet, American firms employ
less than 1 percent—66,000—of South
Africa’s black population. Yet, Ameri-
can corporations control 70 percent of
the computer market, 45 percent of
the oil market, and 33 percent of the
automotive market. These businesses
are the jugular vein of the highly so-
phisticated South African police state,
without which Pretoria could not
maintain its political and economic
structure.

The House, by overwhelmingly ap-
proving the Anti-Apartheid conference
report, has taken the position that it
will stand on the side of freedom. I
urge President Reagan to not only
sign this important legislation when it
reaches his desk, but to also actively
support it as well, and ensure that this
legislation will be enforced to the full-
est extent. This is an issue which the
administration can ill afford to be out
of synch with the wishes of the Con-
gress and the majority of the Ameri-
can people.@

@ Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report before us today, which
imposes sanctions against the apart-
heid Government of South Africa, em-
bodies a moderate compromise forged
from this bill from the House and
Senate. Neither the Senate nor the
House version, by itself, would have
accomplished all that I would like to
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see done regarding South Africa. Nei-
ther bill would have forced the South
African Government to abandoned its
racist policies and grant economic and
political rights to the nonwhite major-
ity in that country.—nor does this con-
ference report.

The report mnevertheless accom-
plishes something very important. It
backs with action the emerging con-
sensus that we should not contribute
economically or politically, to the
preservation of the abhorrent apart-
heid system. It demonstrates the com-
mitment of the American people to se-
rious reform in South Africa, and it
does so without equivocation. It there-
by enables us to join nations around
the world that have taken concrete
steps in support of the oppressed ma-
jority in that troubled -country.
France, Sweden, Norway, Denmark,
Australia, and others have adopted
laws or taken other actions specifically
directed against apartheid. In great
Britain, for example, more than 120
local authorities, in cities and towns
which include over two-thirds of the
country’s population, have joined a na-
tionwide campaign of disinvestment.

There can be no doubt that actions
of this kind have a strong impact in
South Africa, The Pretoria govern-
ment hears the voices from around the
globe that indicate a growing isolation
of their country. Black people in
South Africa hear also, and are
strengthened to press on with their
struggle for political equality.

The South African Government has
displayed a defiant mood in recent
weeks. Outbreaks of political unrest
and renewed resistance to white rule
in black communities were met with
the imposition of a “state of emergen-
cy” for the first time in 25 years.
Under the emergency, the authorities’
far-reading power to detain people
without charge, to carry out searches
and seizures, and to control the press
were expanded still further. President
Botha’s response to the resulting
international outery was to declare,
“No self-respecting country can allow
any other country, large or small, to
dictate to it how it should be gov-
erned."”

In spite of its tough words, Pretoria
has good reason to be alarmed., This
bill imposes economic sanctions for
the first time in the history of United
States-South African relations, to be
followed by tougher U.S. sanctions a
year from now if conditions do not im-
prove. By themselves, the exact a tan-
gible cost to the South Airican econo-
my. Perhaps more important they are
the beginning of a process that could
lead to comprehensive maultilateral
sanctions and the economic and politi-
cal isolation of South Africa’s white
supremacist government from the rest
of the world.
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Its defiant rhetoric to the contrary,
the South African Government has
always demonstrated a craving for ac-
ceptance by the other nations of the
world. It has invested in public rela-
tions campaigns for foreign consump-
tion; it has sought to capitalize on
signs that the United States, or other
countries, may be ready to acquiesce
in the survival of institutionalized
white supremacy in south Africa.

In the context, the Reagan adminis-
tration's refusal to consider a change
in policy toward South Africa is a
moral outrage and an embarrassment
to the Congress and to the American
people. Its reluctance even to criticize
the violent actions of the South Afri-
can Government serves only to sup-
port apartheid and to encourage Pre-
toria in its repressive and brutal poli-

cies.

We in the House today will demon-
strate our disgust both for apartheid
and for “constructive engagement” by
voting overwhelmingly to adopt this
conference report.@

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time of the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. FasceLL] has expired.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
BroomrIELD] has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the confer-

ence report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
guestion is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device and there were—yeas 380, nays
48, not voting 5, as follows:

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bartlett
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs

[Roll No. 288]

YEAS—380

Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borskl
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble

Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne

Craig
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
DeWine
Dickinson
Dicks

Dingell
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy

Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally

Gejdenson
Gekas

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Gregg
Grotberg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hatcher
Hawkins

Hayes
Heftel
Hendon
Henry
Hertel
Hiler

Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Eaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce

Bodi

1 rsino
Lantos
Latta

Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Livingston
Liloyd

Long

Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCain
McCloskey
MecCurdy
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
MeMillan
Meyers
Mica

Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar

Oberstar
Obey
Olin
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pursell
Rahall

Ray

Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Savage
Baxton
Scheuer
Schnelder
Schroeder
Schulze
Schumer
Beiberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Robert
Snowe
Solarz
Spence
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stangeland
Stark
Stokes
Strang
Stratton
Studds
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift
Swindall
Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
‘Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
‘Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)
Zschau
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Archer
Armey
Badham
Barton
Boulter
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Chappie
Cheney
Combest
Dannemeyer
DeLay
Dornan (CA)
Eckert (NY)
Emerson
Fields

Carr
Crane
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NAYS—48

Hall, Ralph
Hansen
Hartnett
Hyde
Kindness
Leath (TX)
Mack
Marlenee
McCandless
McCollum
Miller (OH)
Monson
Moorhead
Myers
Nielson
Packard

Quillen
Ritter
Roth

Rudd
Schaefer
Schuette
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Slaughter
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Snyder
Stenholm
Stump
Taylor

NOT VOTING—5

Hefner
Loeffler
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Solomon

Mr. McCANDLESS changed his vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

Mr. SWINDALL and Mr. LUGAN
changed their votes from “nay"” to
“yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.
The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 144,
adopted earlier today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Saunders,
one of his secretaries, who also in-
formed the House that on the follow-
ing date the President approved and
signed a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

On July 31, 1985:
H.J. Res. 106. Joint resolution designating

August 1985 as “Polish American Heritage
Month.”
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SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1985

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to take from the Speaker's table the
bill (H.R. 2577) making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1985, and for
other purposes; with a Senate amend-
ment to the House amendment to
Senate amendment No. 112 thereto,
and concur in the Senate amendment
to the House amendment to the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendment to
Senate amendment No. 112, as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate agree to the
amendment of the House of Representatives
to the amendment of the Senate numbered
112 with an amendment as follows: After
‘“legislation” at the end of the last sentence,
insert; “except that this sentence shall not
apply after May 15, 1986".

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
further amendment of the Senate to
the Senate amendment No. 112 to
HR. 24717.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHiTTENR] Wwill be recognized for 30
minutes and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. ConTE] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

May I say to my colleagues that the
amendment adopted yesterday, after
further study, appears to create more
problems than it solved. We all agree
we would prefer to have legislation au-
thorizing projects; we all recognize
that we would like to have our legisla-
tive committees doing authorizations.

May I say that we agree it would be
much better if we could have authori-
zations and not have to proceed as we
did. We are in accord with the feelings
of the leadership of the legislative
Committee on Public Works. As I said,
the amendment adopted yesterday,
upon further study, creates more prob-
lems than it solves.

The Senate, in looking it over, decid-
ed to give time for authorizations until
May 15, 1986.

So what they have done is amend
the provision that passed the House
by adding the following words: “except
that this sentence shall not apply
after May 15, 1986.”

So on yesterday we had a prohibi-
tion against initiating public works
projects that were listed in that bill
until we had legislative authorizations.
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May I repeat that the amendment of
yvesterday prohibited the initiation of
construction of the projects that were
listed in the bill until authorized by
legislation.

It also prohibited the initiation of
construction of those that had already
been authorized.

In order to straighten the matter
out, to give the legislative committee
ample time in which to pass legislation
which I hope they can do, the Senate
added the following words: “except
that this sentence shall not apply
after May 15, 1986.”

We discussed this with the leader-
ship of the legislative committee; we
are in accord; and this will give ample
time, hopefully, for the Congress to
pass legislation.

Again, the Senate amendment will
release funds for those projects that
are already authorized along with
those that have not been, those that
have been pending for a long time
upon enactment of authorizing legisla-
tion on May 15, 1986.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Howarpl, the chairman of the com-
mittee of legislative authorization.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me some
time.

Mr. Chairman, as I understand this
as it came back from the other body, it
states that the action that was taken
by the House on yesterday will be in
effect until May 15, 1986, unless the
Congress passes other water resource
legislation before that time.

Mr. WHITTEN. That is correct.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentle-
man. I would just like the Members to
know that this does seem in one way
like a reasonable situation. It is saying,
we are going to give you close to a year
to get your act together to be able to
pass water resource legislation; go to
conference with the other body; and
have it signed into law.

However, on the other hand, it could
also be a signal to the Members of the
other body to say, “If you can just
hang in there, and do not cooperate,
and do not work, and see that no legis-
lation is passed by May 15, then we
will have our power grab back again,
and that will be the law.”

I would like to state for the informa-
tion of the Members of the House that
I have spoken with the chairman of
the Committee on Environment and
Public Works in the other body; we do
know that their water resource bill is
out of their committee and is now
pending, sequentially, before the Fi-
nance Committee in the other body,
and the Senator from Vermont, chair-
man of that committee, has just re-
cently assured me that he will make
every effort to see to it that they have
their bill out and we can go to confer-
ence and have a law, not by May 15,
but by the end of this year.
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We certainly will have our bill on
the floor here by early October. So if
we can get that promised cooperation
from the other body, then I believe
that all of our work would have been
for a good purpose and we would have
straightened out this whole matter.

I wish to thank the gentleman from
Mississippi for yielding me the time to
make this statement.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, may 1
say that we appreciate the fine work
the gentleman does, and we join with
him in hoping that we can get coop-
eration on the other side of the Cap-
itol to follow the authorization proc-
ess. We will be cooperative in every
way that we can.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentle-
man. We will keep our eye on them.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
RoEl.

Mr. ROE. I want to thank the chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
for yielding to me.

Let me suggest in following up
Chairman Howarp’s discussion that
we have been working assiduously
with Chairman WHaxITTEN, and Chair-
man Howarp, and others, and Mem-
bers of the other body, to get this
matter resolved.

I think it is important for the Mem-
bers to understand where this is going
because you will all have a stake in
this decision that is being made.

Let me suggest a couple points. One,
yesterday there was an issue that had
arisen with a number of the Members
that had to do with authorized
projects. I think that matter has to be
clarified.

In the amendment that we offered
and was adopted yesterday, it did put
an umbrella over those 21 authorized
projects.

Now, I have had a discussion with
Chairman BeviiL and Chairman
WHITTEN, and it was not the intent of
the Public Works Committee to hold
back authorized projects. Now what
we are planning on doing—and I would
recommend fo our Appropriations
Committee—is in other wvehicles that
are coming along, to remove that par-
ticular situation that has created a
slight impediment on those projects
that have already been authorized.

I would appreciate a colloguy with
the gentleman from Alabama so that
we are in concurrence with that under-
standing.

Mr. BEVILL. If the gentleman will
yield, the gentleman is absolutely cor-
rect. This was obviously his intention,
but this does clear this up. If I may, at
this point, I would like to thank the
gentleman for his cooperation and
effort on this, because we have all
spent a lot of time on this, Chairman
Howarp, and Mr. EpcAar, and many
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others who have participated in it. So
if T may at this point, I would like to
make this point here also that the
gentleman is interested in about the
preliminary work. And here is a state-
ment that will cover that:

Initiation of construction as pro-
posed in amendment 112, which is all
of the Corps of Engineers projects in
this supplemental, is not intended to
preclude work or actions essential to
construction. It is fully intended that
all the planning, design engineering,
land acquisition, and bridge reloca-
tions necessary to prepare for con-
struction of any project should pro-
ceed to the point where actual project
construction may proceed when au-
thorized and funding is available.

So I just wanted to clear that up.
The gentleman is interested in that
also.

Mr. ROE, That is our understanding
of what the legislation will do.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I am sorry,
I was distracted when you explained
your proposal. Where is that language
going to be placed?

Mr. BEVILL. This is going to be
placed in the supplemental at the ap-
propriate point, simply to clear that
up——-

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. In the bill?

Mr. BEVILL. In the supplemental,
so that they can go right on with the
preliminary work as intended when
our bill left our committee, because
they did not intend to restrict that
part. But no construction. But prelimi-
nary work, studies, and that sort of
thing.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, this will
have to go back to the other body
then, because they have not cleared
this.

Mr. ROE. No.

Mr. BEVILL. No; I see what your
question is. It is in the report.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Oh, in the
report?

Mr. BEVILL. Yes.

Mr. KEEMP. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEMP. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding. He has been very gra-
cious in explaining the situation to
several of us who have authorized
projects in the conference agreement.
For those projects which have done
the preliminary work and are ready
for construction in 1986, could the
gentleman give me some assurance
that those projects are going to be left
on track as this legislation moves for-
ward?

Mr. ROE. I would like to respond to
the gentleman. The answer is yes on
that. This morning we reviewed every
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one of the 21 authorized projects that
are in this bill with the Corps of Engi-
neers.

Mr. Including Ellicott
Creek?

Mr. ROE. Yes, including Ellicott
Creek and including every one that ev-
eryone called to our attention. The
report we have in writing back from
the corps is that it will not have an
effect because all of those projects will
be scheduled for consideration and
construction in 1986.

Mr. EEMP. That is correct.

Mr. ROE. So therefore, as far as we
are concerned, we do not see where
you will have a problem with those
issues, provided one of 2 things: the
timeframe that is covering over in the
Senate languages goes to May of next
year, early May 1986, some action has
to take place on the authorizing legis-
lation between both bodies. That is
one controlling date.

Mr. KEMP. Will the gentleman yield
on that?

Mr. ROE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. KEMP. What about those
projects that are authorized?

Mr. ROE. I am talking about author-
ized projects. And I would recommend,
I say to the gentleman from New
York, those projects that are author-
ized, if we can get additional language
in another piece of legislation, such as,
for example, the 1986 appropriations
bill, ‘that could help move it faster.
But we see no impediment to what you
are trying to achieve.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield for a clari-
fication?

Mr. ROE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I do not
think we should mislead the gentle-
man. I know the gentleman does not
intend to.

Mr. ROE. I do not think I mislead
him.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. His project
that he is vitally concerned about, Elli-
cott Creek in New York, cannot start
with construction—they can do any-
thing, which has mostly already been
done there—construction may not
start until May 15, 1986, or until sub-
sequent legislation is passed, such as
H.R. 6, providing for cost sharing. One
of the things would have to be done
before construction could start.

Mr. ROE. I do not want to compli-
cate it. I have checked out in depth
with the Corps of Engineers on all 21
of those projects. If the Appropria-
tions Committee were to deprive all
the money in the world to finish it, it
would not make any difference be-
cause the plans and specifications will
not be ready to go to bid until early
1986.

What the gentleman is saying, and
correctly so, the controlling date
under the Senate language is May
1986, so it is not going to impede any

KEMP.
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of the timeframe on the Ellicott Creek
project.

Mr. KEMP. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the motion to recede and concur in
the Senate amendment.

While I would have preferred the
immediate availability of construction
funds for those projects such as the
Ellicott Creek flood control project
which are authorized and which have
cost-sharing agreement, my ultimate
objective is to obtain the funding and
cic;)mplete the project as quickly as pos-
sible.

The Ellicott Creek project was origi-
nally authorized in 1970, was reau-
thorized in 1981, and has been covered
by a cost-sharing agreement since
1982. The only obstacle preventing
completion of the project has been the
inability of Congress to reach a con-
census on water policy so that new
start construction can be funded.

My constituents already have waited
too long to see this project built. This
past winter, Ellicott Creek flooded,
devastating the area. The most frus-
trating aspect is that if the flood con-
trol project had been in place, the
creek would have been contained.

My colleagues from western New
York and I have worked tirelessly to
obtain this construction funding. I am
extremely pleased that with passage
of this legislation our efforts finally
will be rewarded. The real benefici-
aries of our action will be the residents
living near the creek who no longer
will need to worry about the devasta-
tion and pain that previous flooding
has caused. With completion of this
project, that kind of flooding will be a
thing of the past.

Mr. ROE. Let me conclude on this. I
usually have a tendency to be very lo-
guacious and I have a tendency to be
very fierce in my approach. I am a lot
calmer today. I find it more difficult
to speak when I am calmer. I think
that we are making great progress.
But let me say to the other Members
here, those who are not directly in-
volved at the moment, as the situation
unfolds, we have a job to do. As Chair-
man HowaArDp pointed out, by the end
of September or early October we will
be in a position of coming back to the
House, after going to the Rules Com-
mittee, of course, coming back to the
House with H.R. 6. We would hope in
H.R. 6 that we will receive the strong
support from the Appropriations Com-
mittee and all the Members of the
House. So we are on schedule, as rap-
idly as possible, in our authorizing leg-
islation.

1 talked to Senator HATFIELD, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee in the Senate, and he has as-
sured me that he will extend all of his
effort and help on the Senate side, as
Chairman Howarp has talked to other
Members, to get the program going so
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we can get an authorizing piece of leg-
islation through.

So it is going to behoove us, if I may,
before I give up the rest of my time, it
is going to behoove us, once we move
after today, once we get that bill onto
this floor, to.put all of our efforts in
with the Senate, to ask and implore of
the Senate to move as rapidly as possi-
ble on an authorizing bill so that we
can go ahead and get these matters
straightened out.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Is it your belief that
the May 15 date will in fact help you
pressure the process to completion of
H.R. 6? Is that your position?

Mr. ROE. Well, I think that the May
15 date is reasonable. In candor, some-
body said to me, before we got to this
agreement, what do you think the
Senate will do? And I said, “If I knew
that, I would be king."

So I have no idea. I think what hap-
pens with Members of the House, and,
if I may say, next year we will all be
seeking the suport of our constituen-
cies, it would behoove the Members of
the House who are affected to ask
their fellow Senators to be cooperative
in the efforts we are trying to put
forth.

Mr. ROEMER. I thank my col-
league.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this conference agreement, as fur-
ther amended by the other body.

The Senate addition would provide
that the so-called escrow language,
which made the initiation of construc-
tion of new starts contingent upon the
enactment of cost sharing legislation,
shall not apply after May 15, 1986.
This provides a 9-month period in
which to enact such legislation—in my
view, clearly an adequate time. I be-
lieve that as amended by the Senate,
this language is consistent with the
House position adopted on the floor
last evening, and is worthy of all of my
colleagues’ support.

Mr. Speaker, there was a great deal
of wuncertainty on the floor last
evening with regard to the operative
effect of the language under consider-
ation regarding the water projects. Be-
cause of that, I think it is important to
clarify for the sake of the legislative
record exactly what we have done, and
propose to do, it this conference agree-
ment is adopted. In order to do that, I
would appreciate the attention of the
gentleman from Mississippi, the cheir-
man of the committee, and the gentle-
man from Alabama, the chairman of
the Energy and Water Development
Subcommittee, as well as the gentle-
man from Indiana, the ranking minor-
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ity member of the Energy and Water
Development Subcommittee.

As I understand it, upon the enact-
ment of this supplemental, the initi-
ation of construction of all of the 41
projects listed in amendment No. 112,
whether currently authorized or not,
would be suspended until after May
15, 1986, unless cost sharing legislation
is enacted before that time.

If cost sharing legislation is enacted
before May 15, 1986, construction on
authorized projects could move for-
ward in accordance with the condi-
tions contained in such legislation.

In other words, if cost sharing legis-
lation is enacted by May 15, 1986, any
of these projects that are authorized,
or that subsequently become author-
ized, can proceed upon enactment of
the cost sharing legislation.

If cost sharing legislation is not en-
acted by May 15, the language origi-
nally contained in the conference
agreement becomes operative. In other
words, projects for which cost sharing
agreements have been entered into
with the Corps of Engineers can pro-
ceed, provided that such agreements
have been entered into by June 30,
1986. That includes projects that are
authorized, as well as projects in this
bill that are currently unauthorized.
Construction on those projects can be
initiated after May 15, 1986, provided
that a cost sharing agreement is
signed by June 30.

Is that the understanding of my col-
leagues on the committee?

I yield to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN] for his response.

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say that the
language in the Howard amendment
controls. The gentleman’s interpreta-
tion seems to be OK.

May I repeat again that all of the
projects listed there are under this
same restriction, but when the restric-
tion should die after May 15, 1986, or
when the Congress passes an authori-
zation, either one would change it.
Otherwise, after May 15, they proceed.

I would like to call attention to the
fact that the amendment of the House
adopted yesterday says that the “initi-
ation of construction™ shall be subject
to enactment of legislation. So in the
meantime, they must proceed with all
of the preliminary work including
plannning, design, engineering, land
acquisition, bridge relocation the re-
moval of obstructions, and other
things that might be necessary to ex-
pedite or carry out the project proper-
ly.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the chairman
and I yield to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEvILL].

Mr. BEVILL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor-
rect right down the line, and after
May 15, 1986, if no further action is
taken and no authorization bill is put
through under the Howard-Roe
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Amendment, as agreed, these projects,
all 41, are authorized and may proceed
to construction.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
and I yield to the ranking minority
Member of the Public Works Commit-
tee, Mr. MyErs of Indiana.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts has very accurately
portrayed and described the exact con-
ditions for these 41 projects which was
completely, completely confused yes-
terday. I thank the gentleman.

One thing, I think though, that we
ought to add here. As a practical
matter, it seems to me that there are
some projects, a number of them in
the country where we have been ad-
vised by the Army Corps of Engineers
that they were negotiating for local in-
volvement. They might hold up on
those negotiations until after May 15.
So you have only a very narrow
window from May 15 to June 30,
which might reduce the number that
might be able to be negotiated.

I doubt if those are going to be very
seriously negotiated because they do
not know what will be in H.R. 6 for
sure until it becomes law. Hopefully,
we can get H.R. 6 passed sooner than
that so we will close that window and
they can start negotiating seriously.
But I do think we ought to be aware of
that.

Mr. CONTE. All the more reason
why they should be moving on a fast
track.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will yield, that is right. Yester-
day, with what we put in the amend-
ment, it put the emphasis and impor-
tance and the necessity upon this body
to pass H.R. 6 or something similar be-
cause none of them were really going
to move until we had something of
substance. So this puts it really back
and narrows down the time.

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. CARNEY. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, I was over at my office
watching the colloquy and I have a
unique situation of having a project
where all the engineering, all the envi-
ronmental impact statements, every-
thing is completed. It is an authorized
project; it was appropriated in the sup-
plemental. The problem that I face is
that the EIS requires the project be
dredged at a certain time so as not to
spoil the breeding time of fin fish and
shellfish and that time is April.

Do I understand that I still am sub-
jected to that May 15th date?

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Two things
I would say to the gentleman. I am not
sure the EIS can be amended. 1 doubt
if it can. That is out of the control of
tge Congress to do anything about
that.

What we could do, in the regular
1986 bill, which is in the process al-
ready passed here, in the other body, I
think that is one of the remedies that
we can make in the 1986 bill which is
in the legislation now. I believe we can
correct that in the 1986 bill. Hopeful-
ly, the EIS could be amended, but that
is not in our power to do that.

But we can, Congress does have the
authority to change yours in the 1986
bill.

Mr. CONTE. Or quickly pass H.R. 6.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. H.R. 6, sure.
But he might not be able to wait until
whenever that might happen.

Mr. CARNEY. If the gentleman
would yield further, at any rate, the
project would still be alive through
passing H.R. 6, then that May 15 date
no longer is in effect?

Mr. CONTE. No.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman would yield further, I cannot
speak for the committee or the other
body, but the chairman, I am sure, is
here, and he will say that we will do
the best we can to get it through the
bill. That is the best we can do. We
will take care of the gentleman; he has
been very much interested in this
project, and has been a supporter of
the committee. We will do everything
we can to help you.

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you very
much.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. BEVILL. I would say to the gen-
tleman that whatever your problem is,
we will solve it.

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you,
Chairman.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, this
agreement is acceptable to the admin-
istration, and provides our best oppor-
tunity in years to proceed with much
needed water projects, while also ef-
fecting important cost-sharing re-
forms.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment and this conference report.

Let me also pay special tribute to
our chairman, the gentleman from
Mississippi. He has worked tirelessly
on this effort, and deserves all of our
thanks for a job well done.

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man; I appreciate that.

Mr. Speaker, 1 yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LaFALCE].

Mr. LAFALCE. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

Mr.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to give spe-
cial praise to the distinguished chair-
man, JAMIE WHITTEN, and ranking mi-
nority member of the Appropriations
Committee SiLvio CoNTE, and the Ap-
propriation Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development, Tom BEVILL
and its ranking minority member JouN
MyEeRs, but also special praise to the
chairman of the Public Works Com-
mittee JiMm Howarp, and the ranking
minority member, GENE SnyDER, and
the chairman of the Water Resources
Subcommittee of Public Works, Bos
RoE, and its ranking minority member
ARLAN STANGELAND, for being so ame-
nable to the concept of compromise in
order to get projects that have been
authorized for as long as 15 years,
such as the Ellicot Creek project in my
congressional district and Congress-
aan Jack KEeEmP's congressional dis-

et.

Sometimes we thought that the cir-
cumstances were going to make this a
permanent inevitability, but today’s
legislation is going to mean it is defi-
nitely a “go” project. That all work
other than construction can take place
between now and May 15, and that on
May 15, construction begins. Thank
you very much.

0 1550

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. SNYDER].

Mr. SNYDER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to concur in
what generally has been said here in
regard to the acceptance of the addi-
tional language that has been added
by the other body.

We all recognize the fact, of course,
that if in fact they were not sincere
that they could stonewall our legisla-
tive committee past that date and get
the original language, but as has been
well laid out here today, at my request
the chairman of our full committee
has talked to the chairman of the cor-
responding committee in the other
body and has a commitment. The
chairman of our subcommittee has
talked to the gentleman on Appropria-
tions over there who has had consider-
able concern about his project.

They have given their word that
they intend to move and enact legisla-
tion yet this year, even before the May
15 deadline. Their bill has been report-
ed out of the legislative committee,
the Committee on the Environment
and Public Works, and is now over in
the Finance Committee.

Our bill has been reported out of the
Committee on Public Works and we
are working with the other commit-
tees to which we have sequential refer-
rals.

There is no reason at all why, with
the assurances of the gentlemen in the
other body that they do intend to pro-
ceed, that their motives are not such
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as could be, that we should not be able
to have this legislation enacted into
law even by the end of this calendar
year.

So with those assurances, I want to
say I appreciate so very much the tol-
erance of the gentlemen who have
handled this bill in the Committee on
Appropriations with our efforts yester-
day, and appreciate the efforts and
support of the House in adopting the
language that was put forward by the
Committee on Public Works yester-
day.
I think we have a reasonable solu-
tion here, and I support it.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. STANGELAND].

Mr. STANGELAND. I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the dis-
tinguished chairman and ranking re-
publican of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, as well as
my good friend and colleague, the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
‘Water Resources.

I, too, would like to commend the
chairman of the full Committee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and the
chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from  Alabama [Mr.
BeviLL], as well as the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. ConTEl, and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERs].

Mr. Speaker, I, too, welcome the
commitment that we are making today
to enactment of a comprehensive
water project authorization bill. I
firmly believe that we can meet the 9-
month deadline called for by the
Senate amendment. What we have
lacked in the past is the commitment
by the Senate leadership to moving an
authorization bill. In their action
today, I believe that the Senate has
given us that commitment and I look
forward to working with them to
achieve passage of the first major au-
thorization bill in this area since 1970.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I do this to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ConTE], and all the members of the
conference: Mr. BoLAND, Mr. NATCHER,
Mr. SmitH of Iowa, Mr. AppaBBO, Mr.
Yates, Mr. Opey, Mr. RoyeaL, Mr.
BeviLn, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. DixoN, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. McDape, Mr. MYERS, Mr.
CougHLIN, Mr. KEmp, Mr. REGULA, and
Mr. O’BRIEN as managers on the part
of the House and Mr. HATFIELD, MTr.
STEVENS, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. McCLURE,
Mr. LaxaLt, Mr. GARN, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. ANDREwWS, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr.
KASTEN, Mr. D'AmMaTO, Mr. MATTINGLY,
Mr. RupmMaN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEN-
Nis, Mr. Byrp, Mr. PrROXMIRE, Mr.
INoUYE, Mr. HoLLINGS, Mr, CHILES, Mr.
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JoHNsTON, Mr. BurbickK, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. Sasser, Mr. DECorcINI, Mr. BuMmp-
ERS, and Mr. LAUTENBERG a5 managers
on the part of the Senate.

1 said earlier that I did not know of
any time we have faced a tougher
problem than to go into a conference
with 27 Senate conferees and with 341
Senate amendments. Notwithstanding
that, in three separate meetings over a
period of 5 days, we got together and
without exception agreement was
reached by the conferees on every
issue.

Not only do I wish to thank them
for it, but I also wish to thank the
leaders on the authorizing committee,
the House Committee on Public Works
and Transportation. It is time we pull
together for the good of the country,
and they can count on us being on
their side.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
EbpGaAR].

Mr. EDGAR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my col-
leagues in the House that I support
the action of the Senate, and I would
urge passage of the conference report
and passage of this particular issue.

Yesterday I stood on the floor and
argued against the Whitten amend-
ment and said that the procedure was
unfair and the substance was unfair.

Today I take the well of the House
and say that the procedure is fairer
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and the substance is fairer, and I think
that we can live within the 9-month
pressure to get out a substantive
policy bill from the authorization com-
mittee.

I want to commend my colleagues on
the Committee on Appropriations,
both majority and minority, and I
want to commend my colleagues on
the House Committee on Public Works
authorizing committee.

I think we have increased, in the last
24 hours, the pressure in both bodies
to come out with substantive reform in
the area of water policy. I commend
everyone for their action. I think ev-
erybody is a winner. Let us all declare
victory and go home.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute only to say that this
is a vital, far-reaching supplemental
that covers the entire Government. I
give just one instance of the impor-
tance of this supplemental. But to em-
phasize what this covers, let me say
that it provides needed funds for im-
portant programs within the jurisdic-
tion of all 13 appropriation subcom-
mittees, 13 Cabinet-level agencies, the
legislative branch, the Judiciary, the
Postal Service, the District of Colum-
bia, 10 major independent agencies
such as the Veterans’ Administration,
and scores of other independent agen-
cies. There is a real need to act rapid-
ly. I have here a letter from the
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Acting Budget Director calling atten-
tion to the fact that the Commodity
Credit Corporation will be out of
money by August 5, which reads as fol-
lows:

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As Congress prepares
to adjourn for the August District Work
Period, I wish to inform you that funding to
support the Department of Agriculture’s
Commodity Credit Corporation activities
will be exhausted by August 5 unless Sup-
plemental Appropriations are approved
prior to the Congressional adjournment. In
addition, the Federal Crop Insurance Pro-
gram will cease operations the month of
August if additional funds are not made
available.

If funding for these programs expires,
promises that have been made by the Feder-
al government to our farmers will have been
broken and hundreds of millions of dollars
in assistance will be unavailable to farm
families.

Accordingly, we strongly urge the Con-
gress to act on the 1985 Supplemental Ap-
propriations Bill prior to adjournment.

Sincerely,
JoserH R. WRIGHT, JR.,
Acting Direclor.

We need to move ahead. I urge all
my colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to revise and extend, I am insert-
ing a table in the ReEcorp at this point
which compares the final conference
agreement with the budget request,
the House action, and the Senate
action, on H.R. 2577, a bill making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1985:
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Ares control and disarsasent aclivili®sScisieiairronanns
Board for International Broadcasting

Granls and @xPENSeSsssesarrssrnssntsnannsisnnnrsnanes

Cosaission on Securitv and Cooreration in Euroee

Salaries oand eXPPNELS . v varsraa bt nanan

United States Inforsation Asency

Salaries and expenses (rescISsION).cevcnes
Educational and Cullural Exchanges..ssesssissnsnansans
Aceuisition and construction of radio facilities.veues

sasmanang

200,000
(2:183:000)

23,215,000

EESSINLSSESSISEN ESFSIEESESTEIETS ESsEs

331:000

00,000
(2:183:000)
-451+000

1+684.000

331,000

700,000
(2+183,000)
~431:000
~894:000
-13:000

=2:031+000

Conference

20+000+000
~876:000

00+ 080
12+183,000)
-451,000

=13,000

August 1, 1985

=== Conference comeared with ---

414+ 700+ 000

1200310000

30,853,000

313,878,000

+32,194,000

43+0230000 °

331,000

ASSITITERETSEELT ESITENCSISEESESE SICSERESSCEREISE

733424008
(13:779:000)

18745791000

240004000
45000,000

51399,000

73,342,000
(13:779:000)
=2+432+000
167+579, 000

2,000+ 000
2+000,000

5:399,000

734342+ 000
111»781,000)
-2+432,000
170+579,000

2+000,000

1379000

331,000

732 342,000
(12:781,000)
~2+432,000

1671577000

2,000,000
11000, 000

50399000

1-990.000)

-1+000,000

(41+000,000)

-31000+000

+1+000,000

252+320+000

247,808,000

248,688+ 000

246,888,000

ESEEzErEs ISEECEEEEm

4,321,000

31944000

13,753+ 000

-3+879,000

& 448,000

4:371.000

150+000

-433,000
10+0001 000

11+200:000)

45 134,000

137533000

75,000

-1:000:000

~2+000+000

141+2004000)

+188,000

-2,879.000
10+000.000
61648000

+1+000,000
104,000,000

s mz=s =

+13:733,000

=735+ 000

=21 446,000

V616481000

2»746%9,000

154674000

13+ 749,000

+41202:000

Totals United States Infcrmalion Asency (net)... +11+000,000

EErEESsssiEArSES ESESTESNSSEEESES ESFCANNAEFTINFEN FIITESRSMEESIEEE IREs L sEszTass




Augrst 1, 1985 CONGRESSIONA! Et ORD—HOUSE 22569

RPFLEMENTAL AFPROFRIATIONS, FY 1983

Surrlemental 1 with ===
Rrousst T, Senale

Tk MDICIART

Surrene Court of the United States
Conptruchionesssssansvnnsssnrnonisnnansvannnas

Lourts of Aerealse Distract Courtse
and Olhar Judicial Services

Salaries of AOBEBcevsisenstonnrovaraissassrenas 3,098,000 3:098, 000 3:,098,000 v
Baiariwn of surrorlingd rersonnEl.scoviisasieransrnnins 50548+ 000 52548, 500 3+ 348,000 59548000 -
Defonder SETVICEEsssssassnnsssensisssnns craaranEeas 17,575,000 2+ 004 17+ 575000 21+992,000 4,417,000
Feos of Jurors and CORRISSIONET Biserrasassransinssrins 1,700,000 ¢ 11700000 11700000 -—
Exrensas of orsration and seintensance of the courls,.. 13+5244000 L ] T 13:5261000 13:526+000

RESCIBiON vonvsvssrsansasvnnrensnnisnsnanonnnine — - -4:417+000 -4, 41741000
Srace and facilitios.iveosses deenzesenseituas 2,384,000 2,384,0 2,384,000 2,384,000
Court securityissessssssrsinone T N . 1,492,000 y 11492,000 10492000

Totale courts of errealss district courles and
other axdicial services (reblooacnse . 450323, 000 43,321,000 409061000 45,323,000 +4,417,000

Adeinistrative Office of the United States Courls
Ealarion ond ExPENIET . v nnrrsrarsarasiraraana i
Faderal Judicial Cenler
Salarion and ExPenEER. i e ararsii it ritartanrrrtes
Uniited Stales Sentencing Cossission

Salaries and ExPENEES . ssrasanssasunivanssinrsananes 2+350,000 ] 24350000 24350+ 000

Totale The Judiciaty (netdisssrrrssrsanrnssnrsns 53¢310+000 Gl 43,393:000 47,810,000 +4:417,000

sssmzszzasszss=s

Total: Charter 11!

Mew budsel (obligseational) suthority (reb)... 42327044000 32645794000 4811359000 534,416,000 4207:837+000 45340374000
APPTOPFAIBLIONE - sossisianasarasssrsansnes (444,404,000) (401 3429 000) (554,058,000) (604,438,000)  (4203,096,000) (#50,380,000)
RESCISBIONS v vvaunssnassnrassnsrsarosing 3 " 000 (=51,999:000) (-49:322:000) (#4:741+000) (4#2:677+000)
Aerrorriation for debt reduclion,c.osves (=20, 7004000, -dl JU e C00) (~20+700,000) (=20+700,000) e bt

(Bx Lransler)evvsinarnsirsnssannnnannsrnsnas (I5¢9784000) 1470000 120+ 464+000) (23, 0464+ 000) (#5:802/000) (#2+600.000)

(Limitation on direct loans)eisvissrrsnnenns (-£+000,000) — -— e -

feimitation on Joan Suarantle®s) . cvevevnnary {-175:333:000) — — — —

(Deferral disa'proval leoieininrsnnnnnennnnns e Wia O {8:300+000) (8:300,000) SR m—

22z SEREERTINL 8N

CHAFTER 111
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE--MILITARY

PROCUREMENT

Aircraft Procuresenty Mave (bv lrmf"!......“....... 42,000, (~240+000,000)
Shiebuilding and Corwersions Nave 1981/19683 (bw

transfer to United States Cosst Buards Acouisitions

constructions and ierrovesents) 1/ iaissansnananinis (61240, 000) 16+240,000) (4602004000

RELATED AGENCIES

Husanitarian Assistance for Nicarasuan Desocratic
T T S R - 244000, 000 — - =244 000 010
(By Lranslfer) coiisresansensnnnsesnairnsasansanins 114:000,000) ——= wmin {-14:000:000)
Enhanced security countersessures carabrlitios. oo - 501000, 000 340000000 +33,000.000 =150 000 - 000

azanm SEEES ESSEECEEESSEENIE AFSIESEINILECEs

Total: Chester 111!
Mow budget fobligational) suthorilu......s - 74,000+000 33,000,000 +35:000:000 =39:000.000
(B Lransler) . vciarcnrinusannnnransnaas €240, 000+00Q) (14,000,000 fates (-240:000,000) (=14,000, 000"

SENEESEEA JNANEES EESLIisene iSSEEE SESE mass 3 isars

CHAFTER v
DEPARIMENT OF DEFENSE - CIVIL
Derartsent of tiw Arew
Cores of Ensineers - Civil

Constructionr seneral (new starbs)..coies 00004 48+000+000
Flood cortrols Mississires Kiver and tributaries
Arbarsasy 111inois: Kentuckye Louisisnas
Nississierir Missouriy and Tencessee (new startel. ., ) 800,000 800+ 000
RESCISBION srvannsnaonnnnnsrnnasrssnrisanssnsnaiig =1+000,000 e
General invesligations..c.oevines e { 1+ 200,000 1+200,000
RESCLISRION s ssavnnvssaivsnabsannaussssasnssaasonan =2+000+000 -

17 Transter out not counted sn Charter T11s but
iy counted in Fl"wll.lr k (Devt. of Vransroralion),
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Surrlemental

CoMstruction seneral.

#1ood Control and Coastal Emersencies....
O=rration and saintenances seneralesssisiss

L o 1 T T A A

Totals Derartaent of Defense - Civilaivssssrsnnns
DEPARTREWT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclasalion

Construction progras (new sLarls)icesvsvnnvnannnnnnnns

Conference
22+500:000
25+ 000,000

Senale

102090000

-== Conference coarared wilh ---

-8:000+000

100+ 100,000

+12+800,000

432:4600+000 »

671500000
Tazszzazssszaess sot

B7+300:000

SEaiiiTEEETERIEES

14,300,000 14, 300,000

204850000
e ~2»571+000

12,571 +000
+ 12 540000

=1+340+004

EaTSESESSITTICIN sEITEIE

RESCIssioNsssornsntaassarnsnnnns
Oreration and maintenance (rescissiom)

INDEPEMDENT AGENCY
Tennessee Valley Authority

Tennesser Valley Authority Fund.sscsassnssssssssassses
ResCiSSION sassassssnrasnnsnssnntnnsnnsnnsnnininns
DEPARTMENT OF EMERGY

Enersw surrlvs RED aclivilies (rescissdon).csveesninss

azzzE==a

-2:146786+000
-8+280,000

-81280,000

45:800,000
+1+3538:000

124676000
$2:786,000

Aosic enersy defense activilies (rescission)...
Berartaental adeimistration (rescissionficcisisiisanis

Totals Derartsent of Enerf¥.cccissssssnsnssssnns

Totals Chaster IV:
Mew buddel (oblisational) authoritw...

AerroprialionS.cesssssrsnsnnnnsnns
Rescisslont.ceursissannnssnsninnannnssass

CHAPTER v
FOREIGH ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Bultilateral Economic Assistance
International Financial Institutions
World Dark Groue

Contribution to the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Develorsent!

Pold-in CaPitalesssssnsssnnnnsnnansnsasnnnnsnnas

Lisitation on callable carital subscristions..
Contribution to the Inter-Aserican Bevelorsent Bank:

Fund for srecial orerabions.ivieviss
Inter-Aserican Investaent Corroration.

Inter-regional eald-in caritalevrsanrirnnnse

Lisitation on callable carital subscrirtions...v..

Contribution Lo the Asian Develorsent Bank!
Develorsent Fund.c.oesssssssvsnsarsssnssnnnnsas

Totale International Financial Institutions.....

Derartaent of State

International organizations and rrosrams!

(By Lransfer)iscesssucasnnssnnssssnrsssnnssnsanns

(Py transfers unoblisated balances)..
Bilateral Economic Assistance
#Asency for International Develorsent

Pavsent to the Foreign Service Reliresent and

Disability Fundessssssssosvsnnsnnsasssnsassannsannns

Economic SuPPOrt TuNd.svssrssnvsnnsnrsnssanrans
African Develorsent Foundation

o -13+742:000

~8r 200+ 000 30 402000

+484711+000

1112120,000

~2:030+000

46 7500001 432+ 600. 0001

620409000

1119:400+000)

(424111000

1131504000
1113+ 150+000)

194:800,000)
1-34,371,000)

(-8,280,000)

{-8:280+000)

ESEESESSEEESIEISE EESEEESEISEINEER

30,000,925
1370+023:733)

72+3500+000

30,000,925
(370,023, 735)

72+500,000

31000,000

40+001+171
(849,000+ 244}

3040005925
(370+023:735)

72+500+ 000

3,000,000

40:001+171
(849,000+244)

40+001+171
(849,000 244)

91,232,340 91:232.340 9112324340

236+7341424 2347340436

SEECEEEEESIIEISE SESSERSSS

(2+843+000)

151486+000)
Syl 15+686+000)

1,302,000 11302,000 1+302:,000

2+258,000,000

2,008+000,000 2+258,000,000

12,287+000) 12:287+000)

Arprorriations (deferral disarrroval).ssvevvssnannanns

Funds Asrroerriated Lo the President

MNicarasua

Micarasuan husanitarian assislance...civvavnsnnssnsnas
Msistance for isslesentation of a Conladora asreesent

30+000,925
(3702023, 735)

72,500+ 000
34,000,000 3,000,000
40:0010171

(B49,000+244)
91,232,340

23607340438

236:734,434
S5S: EESETIECACSTESES SSASEEEESSSESESS EEISTISEIECICEIE

1 3+600+000)

1,302,000
2+ 2581000000

(2+287+000)

1-2+086+000)

$250,000:000

27,000+000
+2:000+000
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=== Conference cosrared wilth ---

House

Senate

Derasrtaent of State
Misration and Refuses MAssistonce (by tramsferd.oicvvs.
Tebsls Charter V2
Wew budsel (oblisational) authorily.icssssss
By Lransfer)iisiiisisiinosnnenssensassiines

(Limitation on callable caritlal
SUDSCrIPLIONS) o vvnrnnnvannansainnnsannans

CHAPTER VI
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URDAN DEVELOPMENT
Housing Prosraes
Rental housing assistance (rescission of contract
suthorityr Indelinibelescssssssssssnrssonnsrrissnras
fLinitation on annual contract authoritys
INdeTinited ssssssressnssnnnnnssananissnisnsanna

Paveents for orerstion of low-incose housing Prosects
(rescissiondesesssasssassrssssnssrrasssvasanisssssns

Benasesent and Administration

Salavies and owrenses (resCissiond.ecssisssnssssnanss
Salavies and exrenses (bw transfer).iccinsansisnnnnss

° CONSUNER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
Salaries and EXPENSRE.ssessssrssrssanrrassansanrrasnsss
ENVIRONNENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Salaries and EXPENERS v sssnnrannsasrrssaanrnsrrinsnnns
Research and develorsent (rescission).
Abatesent: control and coarliance.s.ss
Buildings and Facilitios.civieessnssssnsssnsnissnnnsss
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDEMI
Dffice of Science and Technolosy Polic¥.svisssrarsnnss
FEDERAL ENERGEMCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Salaries and exrenses (rescission).ss
Salaries and mxrenses (bw Lransferdesscccessssnrssnnss
Esersency asnasesent planning and assistance
(rescission)esssrssssssssnnssssnsasnsnrsarsssssnsans
Esersency food and sheller Prosradecsvisessissnssssnes
GENERAL SERVICES ADMIMISTRATION
Consuser Inforsation Center (rescission).iicsssscsnans

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMIMISTRATION

Ressarch and develorsentl..isovssvnssasssnranssanannany
Research and rrograa sanasesent (rescission)eciiicunss

MATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Research and related activibi®s.issessssavsnsrsonssnns

RESCisSlONisssonssosrnnsnsnnstasssnsssnnnsasinssnns
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of Revenue Sharing» salaries and exrenses
(rescassion)issvnssancssssnnrnsinsnnssnsrosansnnsnne

VETERAMS ADNINISTRATION
Conrensalion and PENSIONS.vsscsrsrssrsasnssnssnssnsas

Readuustannt DEnefilscsisciiressiirsensrssannsssnssnns
Medical Care (resCiSSiON)esssssasassanssnnnnnnnns
Hedical and prosthetic research (resCissiont.cssssirss
Medical adeinistration and siscellansous orerating
exrenses (rescissiondeiscissssnnnsas saaann
General orerating exrenses (resCission).sscrssssnss
Constructions ainor proJects (Frescission)essssssssnsas

(12+500,0000

(12+300+000)

(412+500,000)

20494,0360436
(50484,000»

(1:219:023,979)

20275:03860438
(50884, 000

(1,2194023:979)

20496,036+436
(15+343,000)

(1:2194023,979)

215250340434

(16100:000}

11+2194023,979)

42500004000
(+10:414,000)

SZSE35:ISISTISSSS SSSISESTSSESISSSE IIEEISIISSESISESS CDAIIIISSISSITSLS SAGESSSCSITIIEESS

~528, 940,000
(-23:367+000)
-

(206710001

EITIASASLSETLEINT ITISISSEIESTETEE

175,000,000

SassEszzsssEEzEs

~528+740,000
(=23,347+000)

=75+000+000

-6 7194000

-786,000

-1+287:000

-90+000

175:000:000

44,200,000

=150+000

=2+ 1094000
~2+000+000
-377:000

s3sssEssassasias sEssssssssazesas

-528, 940,000
(-23+347 1000+

-6:919+.000
(4,000,000

-786:000
(311000004

=1+287+000
1104000, 000

-100,000

17540004000

~3+520+000

=12322,000

-528+740,000

(=23 367+000)

=6:9191000

(4,000,000

-786+000

11,105,000

-1+287,000
20+000+000

40+000,000
=&1000,000

=100+ 000

173,000,000

-3¢520+000

=2+ 109,000

=377+000

3333381383555 9%

(#4, 000,000

120,000

(#1:105,000)

+20+000+000

~10+000

+29+000,000
147570001

ssssasssasEnzEEs

+45 080+ 000
-4:125:000
=5+000,000

(-10995,000

~90+000,000

S23SRATITITIRLET ITECTITELSSESEI

=44, 200,000
-3+15200000
+150,000

+2¢000+000

-787.00¢

-377:00¢

SESEERTIWERIFILZ ESEIATTIINBEIS




CONGRESSIC: 1 41 et URD-—HUUSE

BUPFLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS,
Surrlene

Tatals Chaeter V1:

Mew budsel (oblisational) authorilw....c.c.vus =353+ 940, ¥ ¢ 198747, 000 29%5.004:000 34, 140000 94769000
Aerrorrialions..covcssnannsnnas ees (17550000 M < 351+ 220000 40+ 220,0001 420,520,000 i~ ¥1+000:000
RESCISSIONS . inarannreanasiisissannssnnns = | 375 1-2009974000) [ -245286:000) 1473:4204000) I 5e289:000!
Rescission of comlracl avthorilw........ (=528 740,00 % 3 1= 528,940,000} 152605 740+ 300 ) =

(B tranafer)eccsnonssanonssrscsnasnnnnannns (507710000 ¢ 100 & 151 1050001 1450005: 2004 L1795 000

iLisitation on annual contracl awlhorilus

indefinite)eiccissiasssnnssnanssnsssranans (=230 36740 1 3 700001 1-23+3874000) 1-23+ 347,000

aEsEEIEEEEEZ

CHAFTER wil
DEPARTRENT OF TWf INTERIOR
Bureav of Land Ranasesent

Ranasesenl of lands and resoUrCES i cvsrarcrarnisanaass - Y Mide 5+ 500,00 15+500. 000
ROSCASSION. sessscnnnssnasanansns YL venn ; 21900000 1:500,000
Land scovisilion (bw Lransferl...ivsesivscnsnnnsnnnnne -
Conslruclion and BCCREE...curarsstrarsnrrisnasssnssnns
Oreson and California srant lands
(Bw transfer) CPPRRE . santvastan
RESCISSION. v oune
working carital fund (rescission) cesuseRs IR N

Totals Bureau of Land Banasesent (netl..........

Unitled States Fish and Mildlife Service

Resource adnaseeenl...cicvcreisrrsnarsnanansrossnsnnas V.30 }+ 700000
Rescission. ‘e svnne sewsasusesiues 1+ 70000 + 204 000
Construction and anadrosous fish
(P tramsferi.... = o
RESCIBSIONL e uvuvenscranisnssnsninnes : . 0 40,600
Land SCOULSILEON . cessstrasnssassnstarssrsannannassins . « G040 » 000 *1: 3604000

Totals United States Fish ang Wildlife
Service (Inel)eecsrcannonsananrsnnnne

Malional Pard Service

Oreration of \he nationsl rark swiles...... e LN r540,00¢C 71 540,000
Rescission. ... ’ e . .20 ¥ : 44 100, 000

Mational Recreation and Preservalion (rescissiond.. %

Conulruclion (reecission).cocearssnrssssssssnensssnnns 137.0 =197 357,000

Land and waler cunservation fund (rescission of

conbract Bulhoritydesssscsnssssssssssssannnsnnnnns o 10 000 U7 33 000. 000

Comtruction (troit fund) (deferral disarrrovall... 3 . v 4454724000 1+ 344872, 000

Land acovisition end stale AssisLance® oo nsnnnnns = B G 222000000 PRI TRV I
AP LranalTer locsooresrassnsnasnssvsssncsnnnnnns . 4
ROsCIsBION L oaarnissasrnnnaanisnes . 32400 I 000

+94.000

Totals Malioval Fark Service Inel)

Geological Survew

Survews, inveslisationss and research (rescissionl. ..

Minerals Manasesent Service

Leasing and rowally senasenenl (rescIssionliccvesrines Loia b 7844000
Pavaentls to Stales froe receiris under Mineral Leasing )} ¢ 200,009

Total: Minerals Manasesent Service (nel)........ o 4549000 764,000

SRR
Bureau of Mines
Mines and sinerals (effect of new deferrall.......

0ffice of Surface Mining Reclasation
and Enforcesentl

Resulation and LechnologW. s ssssnssnrsrenrnsnnannans 4 o 4:800: 000 -
Rescission..... HessesanTeEt e E e an - -544:000 - 1344000

& sidoned aing, reclasstion fund (effect of new

Apferral)icassdecaisnsinnnssanncanssnnnnas - ' - 322330000

T EZmEramEs . : sgec3ITIRIX
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S FLEmENTRL A TRUFKIATIONS, FY 1930

Surrlesental === Conference cossared with ---
Renugstl . Conference Senate

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Oraration of Indisn Prograst..cssssssosansssasnsnasss 19:8  +0v0) 23+423,000 23+423,000 -—
Prososed Lransfer L/vessisasnivnaninssnsnnssnnnnss ETRIE T30 ke (e 900, 000) (#4:900,000)
Proeosed Lranafar 2/ canvesnnevensnsasansnnsonnangevss — (4900, 000) -— (-4:900,000)

T T T S e — spwv e 1) ~-2+800,000 =2+800,000 -—
Consbruction (D Lranstericivossssisionsransisssvans (R20@8300 000 — —

(Daferral disarprovellecisscsrsisssssnnssniinciing - 61 U2 (B+023+000) (8+023,000)

(Effect of new deferrel).e. .o do b vuaniie s L — (~3+000:000) (-3,000
tHah Paiule Trust Fund. ... Ve - i - 30+000

Totsl: Buresu of Indisn Affairs (net).,.. THAT R 20:673,000

Territoriasl and Inlarmalional Alfalrs

Adeinistralion of lerrilari@sessievnes ' g 117¥8 00 1+994,000 1:994,000
T L1y e y - 300 -107,000 ~107+000

Total: Territorial and International Affairs
(REt) i vosonmatyonsannnasnesannasgsnsssns i § o P4, 00 e 1+887,000 1,887,000

EIAEEESEESFET 3

Total: Berartasnt of Lhe Interier (net).. TeST4 000 ; 61,682,000 1324322/000 +974/878,000

ExssazsssEssEaEl ®

RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL TURE
Fores! Service

Forest ressarch (resCissi0n).civicauns - -462: 000 ~#62+000
State and rrivale forestry (rescissiont.ssss. . : =232+000 =232+000
Hitiona] forest swelew VAN SN T e b S0 niy gls2 wl-ais it &2+140,000 614247000
Resciuslon. . eevne R TPad ey 610471000 =61 047000
Constructions e veccrsrvsness Sxmebii e TP - 475000 1+548:000
Rescission..... . WA i b SRS -961:000 -1 7,000
Land scovisition.ccvvnennnes . - 71000000 7+000: 000
RS IBi0n s iasvaansrianannssnninnsnirnnss AR -68:000 ~68¢000

Yotals Forest Seevice (neb).covrvrsnsnrsnnsnrran &1+ 2472000 &2+025,000 $2+025,000

“AELEIZBIBIT &

DEPARTMENT OF ENCRGY

Fessll emmraw resesrch aod develorsant (deferral
dESarProvallesasssrsnssssnnraasans . @ B FAET 18:350,000) (394 134,000) (4229.000) (430:804,000)
REsCiesinn. covvrnsnassnnunensinnnnns - =1 » 800,000 -— —_— +1+600+000
(Effect of now delerralioiee. o 5 —— (=1+800,000) (-1+600,000) 1-1+600,000)
Fossil enersy comstruction feffect 'a' e d‘r-.r;. ' -- - B (-B40,000) (840,000}
Kaval retreleve and oil shale reserves (effect of rew
deferralleccviicncnnns . besasane A (=181.,000) (=181,000)
fconoaic rcwlotmn 'N'l’l‘!l:l’lh--.... shiadannan . o =102,000 -102,000
Enargency Prerarecndst (rescisslon).esicoiesrsansne. s - AR 51,000 51000
Btralesic retroleve reserve (deferral disaerrovall. .. TR U IS (270, 738+000) (270+738,000)
Steatesic p.troleus reserve (effect of new
defmrralles onurssasisnnosrnnsnnniiisniiinannnesiins (~156+000) 1=156+000) ——
PR retruleve sccount (deferral diserrrovialiveicses. - 1 - (290,070:000)  (-536,758:316)  (4290,070,000)
Miernative Tuels rroduction (effecl of new deferrcll. - gk (=23+,000) (-23+000) - ane

Totaly Derariment of Eneisy (neLlecisrassnneciy =19 733+000 -133,000 A 410600,000

SESASEEEARSURERSE B sS4 TeiussosasSS

DEFARTHENT OF MEALTM AMD WUMaN SERVICES
Health Services Adeinistration
Indian health services (rescission) . seerins
SHITHSOMIAM TrSTITUTION
Salaries and EXPENEEE . s raisiinnnsaanasannsnrntrarasn
Mational Gallerw of Art

Solaries and exPONSSt i i irsseniansransasrasnannnnnne . 400+ 000 4001000 +400,000

Tolale Chaster VIIE
Mew buddel (obligstional) authorite (net)... SE:BAL /000 ] 122+ 493,000 194,433,000 +103,278. 000 712940, 000
Arrrorriabions. s vvsrnsnrsansirsnrsannnes (6BsE4L0000) 4 J00) (181+647:000) (2510347000} (4105, 330, 000) (469:700:000)
Rescissionsesssvsise ' - - ik 1) (=59:174,000) (-54+734,000) (~52:000) (#2+240+000)
(29« 94£.000) 2 ) 14,900,000} (4,900,000} e oit
eene o L300 04 18) (321 785,000) (642065900000  (-534,729,318)  (#320:874:000)
(Effect of new cdeferral). vrsersnansss -8 OE00) (-5/808,000) (=10+408,000) 1=1+600,000) (-4:600+000)

}/ FPrososed Lransfer from Matiocal Caritlal Redion
#rte anc Cultlurel ATTaics Prosres
2/ Frorosed Lransfer froa Kosd Consleuclion.
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Surrlesental
Reousrst

=== Conference cosrared wilth ---
Conference House Senate

LCHAPTER VIII
DEPARTMENT OF LADOR
Esrloveent and Training Adainistration
Prosras adeinistration (limitation on Lrust fund
LronaTerdescssnncnsansnnnnnrnsonanssnarsnrsnosnsnes
Training and Enrloweent Services...vssssrsssrsnsnnsnss
State Gneerloweent insurance snd sarlowaent service
oeerations!
(Limitation on Lrust fund Lransferd.ivsssssnennnss
(Linitation on trust fund transferdessscesnvronnns
Derartaental Honaseserdt

Assistant Secretary for Yeterans Eaeloveent and
Training (limitation on trusl fund transferdecicaues

Tfotels Berertoent of Laber:
Federal fuUNdS.sscssssssnssnsnnsansranrsssansns
Trust funds.isees

DEPARTHENT OF HEALTH AND WUMAMN SERVICES

Health Resources and Services Adeinistration

HR0 Loen § Loan Guaranty Fund....
Centers for Disesse Cemtrel
Hiuease controlesssssvsssnsstssarsnsarsammarssisansnns
National Institutes of Mealth
Hational Concer Institul®sciisiionssnisnisnrannannsnas
Alcohols Drus Abwse and Mental !hdﬂ: Aduimistration
Alcohols drus sbuser and mental health.@.ovivinennss
Social Securitw Adeinistration

Pavaents to social secwrity Lrust Pemds.cciscssnss
Lisitstion on adainistrative

Office of Human Develorsent Services

Family Social Services!
Entitlensent aclivibi®S asssrissnnrsansssnssaasnans
(Bw transfer) isssasnnsonsnssnssnsssnsassannsns
(Bw transfers unoblisated balances). iiissanss
Husan Develoreent ServiceS.iisiesssssssssnssnsrsnsannns

Total: Derartment of Health and Husen Services..

DEPARTHENT OF EDUCATION

Rehabilitation Services and Handicasred Research.....s
Vocational § Adull Education.ississssnsssnssansssnnses

(8 I

0ffice of Postsecondary Education

Student financial 2ssislance i cssisrsisssnrsnsssnsanns
Guaranteed.student 10N rssasssssssnnsnssssnssannsas

RELATED AGENCIES

Railroad Retiresent Board:
(Limitation on adeinistration)ecivevesvnssnsnnsnns

United States Institute of Peace (deferral
disarrroval)asvasnssrannrananriannurssnsanannrarisan

Totals Charter VIITZ
Mew budset {oblisational) suthority.iieainse
(Bw tronsTer)icisnssansnonansnans YT
Limitation on sdministration)icevssnsansans
fLimitation on trust fund Lremsfer).ueaesass
(Deferral disarrroval)icecirincnnnassinnnans

(-162,000)

(~401767:000)

(=119,000)

5:117+000

(—41,048,000)

S5:117+000

91174000 3,117,000

(200000 000)

5+117+000 5:117+000
(28 800 BI0) (- 19+0880800)

34500+ 000 000
1=9:176+000)

43,704,000
12+500, 0007
(33,091,000

34300, 000 000

79+495,000

6+000,000

791 495,000

161000+000

355434904 -000

34985, 495,000 3160944150000

 30078+000)

SsssmsSsssssmass

44208+ 750,008
135,371 ,000)
1-12+274,000)
1-41,048,000)

459248410000

4301000000

(4+000+000)

(4,000,000, 144,000,000)

= sEsEELER

4:778+295:000

¥ J—
14099, 000)

40 714:818:000 #1210997:000 -863:457,000

(~10 r880 ,980) 1#20:000:000)
(4#4+000,000) =

EssrasccsEsTEzER

=srzzzas
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BUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FY 1983 (MR 2377)

Suer leaental === Conference comrared wilh ---
Reauest Conference House

CHAPTER IX
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
SENAIE

Exrense Allowances for the Vice President
Pro Tearorsr MaJdority and Minority leaders:
RaJority and Ninorily Whirs: and Lthe Chairsen
of the Maloritv and Minoritw Conference Cossitlees
Chairaan of the conference of Lhe saJorilyr
Chairasn of the conference of Lhe sinorily.ssiss

Salariess Officers and Enrlovees
Mdministrativer clericals and legislative
295istance Lo Benalors.cecsaisirsnsinctrriesssnsninn 101360000 101362000
Rerresentation allowances for the MaJjorits and
T MENOPItY LORdersccisiiinssrnrerrasnanernsannsrsnnns 20,000 20,000

Continsent Exrenses of the Benate

Inauiries and investiBations.cccssssssssnsnnnsnnsnnnas 14000000 43,000,000

P
{

t Serseant at Aras and Doorkesrer of Lhe Senate...civses 70258000 72 258,000 79258000

Totale Senable.cssvincsanrsssssnussnsnesnsrnnsnns 8420000 11,420,000 +110420,000

MOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Pawments to Widows and Meirs of Decessed Mesbers
of Consress

Bratuitioss deceased MeaDErS cvorsvsrsrasnsrsranansnsns
Salariess Officers and Earlovees

Office of the Postassber.siiesrsssnrvnnsnnssssnnnssnss

Cossitiee Enrlovess

Professional a0d clerical esrlowess (standing
LT T T T T T T T T T T e

Allouances and Exrenses

Dfficial Exrenses of Meabers. . vvssrrserssasasisansiss 544603+ 000 5+503,000
Surrliess saterialss adainistrative costs and Federal
Rort clalmsescinsnsnavonnnersnnnsnrnnnsnsnnanssnnns 250,000
Stenosrarhic rerorting of cossitlee hearings. 100:000
Hiscollonsous ILemS.csssscisssssarrsssnsssnssssnananes 122,000

Totaly House Of RerresenteliveS.icsssrsnivnssiss 9+004,000 Be8074100 816074100 B+607+100

JOINT ITEWS
Official Maal Costs
EXPOIEEE s e v snanssnsstasnsnssonssnnniensssnsnssnsies 11»B53,000 11+853,000 11,853:000

GEMERAL ACCOUNTING DFFICE

Salaries SN0 EXPENEEE v rr s rarrar T asarErsasnnes &+ 121,000 -—- 51000, 000 52000000 45:000,000

ITTZETERISSTACAES SRFITITLEAIZENNN amsmsss

Totals Chaster IXI ]
Mew budsel (oblisational) authority..ccsssss 3612764000 204460, 100 33,880,100 346,880 100 +16+420,000 +3:000:000

SEESESS3SSSSSESs SSSENSSEANIESESS SASSENISSINIZSENS INSSASAIESEIEINE SESSESSNISZEESIS SENEEEISREIRaEE

CHAPTER X
DEPARTMENT OF TRAMSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary

Workind cerital fund (decrease in lisitation
on working cerilal Fund).vicarsarsantanansnnannans . (-30,000) (~1.000.0001 (=1:000:000) (-970.000)

Coast Guard
Drerabing SxPenS@Sessanssossrrransrsssassnssassnnsnts 1+500.000 -
Aceursitions construction: and imerovesents 27,700,000 27+ 700,000 S 74700000
(Pw transfer froe Shirbuildings Mavy).. 14+240,000) (6.740.C00) (45+240-000)
Alteration of Bridees.cosesssssanarsnsssnacannssasnnss B 405400 Q47,000
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FV
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Surrlonen’
Roau-=-

Federal Avistion Adeinistration

OPorations.sssesnsissnntnsnsisssnnnsnransssanstnssniss

(Dv Lransfer)iscvnsassnsasnisnsnnssassannnbanisnss
Facilities and seuirsenl (Airrort and airwaw Lrwsi

fund) (rescission) s ivsssrnsssnnsssnnsssssnssssansas

Federal Hishwav Adeinistration

(Decresse in lisitalion on seneral oreratind ewrenses)
Railrosd-hishwaw crossings desonslration Prosects.sess
Moter corrier safels (rescission).sisvsssrsssssnassnin

Mational Mishwaw Traffic Safelw Adeimistration

Orerations and resesrchl
(Dw transfer) iiscaasnceariansnssanssasnnnnnnnsanss
Pescission seesananannscsrssnnsrnrnsssarsransnanss
Seat bell and passive resiraini rrosrae
IresCission)assssrrransrevonsasnssssasnnnsnsnnnne
Mishuaw Lraffic safely srants (rescission)iscecssassss

Federal Railroad Adeinistration

Railroad research and develorsent (rescissiond.cccisss
Rail service 2ssislomes: cirsarisnsanas
ferroeristion for debl reduction....
ROSCIBBION s oossvasnssssnssatusnnsan
Settiements of roilroad litigation.cssss
Aeprorristion for debt reductionsssscssss
Morthesst corridor lesrovessnt rrodrae (rescission)...
(Deferral disarproval)iievisnnvsnnsinanes
Railrosd Rehsbilitation and lerrovesent Finenc
Funds (limitstion on new loan suarestess)..

Totals Federal Railroad Adsinistration (net)....

Saint Lawrence Seswsv Develorsest Cersoration
(Decrease in lisitation on adeinistrative exrenses)...

Research and Seecial Prosraas Ademinisiration
Research and srecial prosraes (by Lremsfer)..ooaveiiis
Totals Derartaent of Tramsrortation (net).......

RELATED AGENCIES
Intersiste Cosserce Commission
Bolarion ond UPEREEE s csasusnrasnsasnaiananassinnnas
Panssa Conal Cosaission

Carital outlov (by Lromafer) . cccscisscncinnsnsannannns
Pavaents Lo the Reewblaic of Pansss (bv transfer) 1/...

Totals Chaster X1

Mew budset (oblisational) sulhorilyissesisis
Aerrorrialionb.ssssevsnsnonansnaronsnnns
RescissionS.cosvsassssnrinssasnarsannans
Aeprorristions for dedl reduclion..s.iss
(B Lransferd.oseesssssssssssssasaneansnsins

(Chanse in limitstion on sdainistrative
L U
(Limitation em Workind carital fund)..
(Deferral dissrrrowal)vicciivsasnnsnoninsns

CHAPTER X1
DEPARTMENT OF TME TREASURT

Office of the Secretery (rescission)cicsssssssnssannss
Federsl Low Enforcesent Training Cenler (rescission)..

Financial Manasesent Services!
Salaries and ExPENERS . civsicriiinninannnanninnt
REBCIS8I0N csaranssnns

Totals Financial Manssesent Service (mel)..ciave

1/ Senale considered resussl of 2:705:000 based on
inforsal seended recusst (Mav 7).

1{15:000.,0°0

(7920000~

(B30:0001

170136+ 0

sEESsEmsaEEEE

LT X FTaes

(31900, ¢
(2418600

ExssEssEaEss:

211 619,00%
(B6r123400¢

(~640304: 0.1
(29413640

EEmsssEANEEET S ST

10,0404 0.

10:040, 1

sEsEsEsEEzas

v 2377)

Mouse

Senale

RECORD-—-HOUSE

Conference

August 1,

1985

=== Lonference coerared wilh ---

House

Senale

(-439,000)
21 3002000
164, 000

1+ 932,000
<3 12281000
~ 300000
328,000

» 2231000
200+ 000

(4930000000

112741000

s=sEasss

423,000

1e 2744000

sEEsrRETE

1 220+ 900)
s i86:000)

tscemasa

4. 424,000

T +110,200)

P 182,000
L1504, 0000
«0831+000)

1 -449,000)
1-30+000)

s:zssnam

F47:000
=75:000

12r 300,000
-922:000

1+078.000

IEESEERZRE 3

24000000
11510001000}

12+0000000

(-439:+000)
7:540,000
164,000

208,000

2,000 000
250,300

2,000: 000
€154 000,000

121000, 000

1-439,900)
14,448,200
-164,000

-B08 000

7500+ 000
~ 750000

$2+ 000,000
TS 098990

-2+ 90000

WEIIEISSEASISISE INESEESTSISEESES IEETuNEANEN

=170:000
#8:932:000
50,281,000
-90+000
4,128,000
4,223,000
200,000
130000 000)

8: 296000

ssrsezssEEmErEIc

424014,000

spRzzImsssesI=ss

1117000000}
12:705,000)

sazTIisssEasses:s

44,014,000
1124,200+000)
(- 15, 682,000)
{~564) 304, 000)
(261 345,000

(~449,000)
1=1+000,000)
(30000000 )

STISEEEISSESEENS

759,200
~73,000

1002004000
772,000

7:028,0%0

170,000
48:932,000
-£0:781,000
=50:000
4,328,000
4:123,000
~200,000
130,000,000

iEsTEsITNERCHSRS

1650:000)

40314000

szzzszzaszzsicas

1180000

112 700, 000)
124705, 000)

Fz3ssEsEssssssEs

42+ 404 000
1128+ 100,000}
{~21+182-200)

54:304,000)

1241295, 000)

(~4692000)
1=12000:000)
130 080+ 000)

:TsEESERIEEERE

757,000
73:000

sresst SENENEWEI ISESSSISSSEESII FINEANSNNIINESE

10, 000,000
772,000

7028, 200

rregmssa

14225,000)

sEEZEaIrsssaREsE

1,930,000

(-3289 00)
(1319:000)

srsscussswssse RS

15870000
1#37:990:000)
(- 2000 009)

[R21 0 884,000)

(- 978 009)
L4 B0 b0y 000

ssssssssssmnanss

51500, GO

SEzEszessEsssEl

(4562500 004

TwwsEEssssszeE

M

ssssssmasEszswy

-1+ 600« 004
143:900,000
(-5:500:000

sasIszsseasnns

sissssssamEsat
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Bureau of Alcoholr Tobaccor and Firearas.isuisisrssans
RESCISBAONI s s esvnnsrssnannssrsnsinsnssnsnsnnnsnss

Tetals Buresu of Alcohols Tobaccos and Firearss

L T

United States Custoss Service!
Salaries and EXPENEES s ssssasaninasarnanriiananas
ResCiosion, cosssssnnsssrnnssnssnsansnsssnnnnnsssns

Subtotals Custoas orerating accounts (net).....s

Oeerations and saintenancer air interdiclion

PPOBCBB . ssssseasssssssssrsassnsenesnissantsssnne
Custons forfeiture fund...cvvusssinnsses
Custoas services ol saall alrrorls cvsssvvsnnnssns

Totals United States Custoss Service (net)......
Buresu of the Nint (rescission)csssrsnsssnnnas
Buresyu of the Public Bebt (rescission).scvies
Internal Revenus Service!
Salaries and exrenses (rescission).ccivsavssancnss
Processing tax returss (rescission).....
Exsainations and sereals (rescissiondiissssssssnss

Irvestisetionss collections and Laxraver service..
ResCiBBiONcvssssnrssssssssrssnsnrssnnssansinns

Subtotal, IRS orerating sccounts (netl.eesesss

Federal tax lien revolving fund..vsssssssnsssninss
lolals latssnsl Revesus Sarvice (aatle.esserssss

United States Secrel Service..coviisnrssnsrsnnrsnnnsns

MEEE 88100 st ssssnsessnsnssisssnnnsannnnsnssssssnas

Totaly» United States Secrel Serwies Gaet)..icese
Totalr Derarlaent of the Treasury (netd.seesenss

UNITED BTATES POSTAL SERVICE
Fument Lo the Poshal Bervies Fundeseessssssnsssnnsnns

EXECUTIWE GFFICE OF TME PRESIDEN
Matisnal Critical Materials Councilivsssssssnnssninsns
INDEPENDENT ADEMCIES
Beneral Services Adeinistration

Fodarod Building Fundd
Lindbation on awaibabilily of rovenwe!

Bosw contruelboRecsssrsrrssnssmssnnansssssnsnns

Comsbruction md dsition of facilities..euue

Albarstions and a8 er FEPRIfSciscrreressrsrrrans

Beal rroreris creralionms (Lramsfer Lo
comtrucbion and scovisition of facilitieshe..

Besisn and camslresiion SOrvARES.rivisrrsnssnnsn

Subtotals Federad Buildings Fundesciruisrsisinns

Bazl rrocerls activities (rescission)... 1ame
Presesa direction (rescissiomd.ivesees vensn

Subtataly Fedetat Buildings Fund taeble.iiireee

Personal Proserty Activities!
Persanad L wling trescissiand
Beneral suprly fund (rescisslondisisrrrssrsnnsvnsns

Subtotals Personal Proeerty Activities lmtl-._..

1900000

11900:000
=397:000

11 900,000
-3971900

1:900,000
-397, 000

1,503,000

1+303,000

1,503,000

21800+ 000
=11223,000

141400+ 000
11223000

15000+ 000
=1+223+000

$12+200,000

&1000: 000
42,000

11377:000

61000000
42,000

13,177,009

11,000,000
&+000 000
42,000

13,777,000

11,000, 800
61000, 008
42,000

+12: 290000

111,000,000

8,242,000

71619:000

30:217000

30+817000

87000
=52+000

-87,000
~52,000

-87 000
-32,000

-198,000
-781,000
-1+388,000
21400, 000
~11633:000

-198,000
~7R1.000
-1+388,000
2+ 400,000
-1r633:000

19000

=1+800+000

71000+000

7:000,000

7+000 806

12200000

12200, 000

71200,000

4,400,000
=1r 445,000

31 400,000
=1+ 465,000

5+ 400,000
=1 AdSw 00

2+935,000

31935000

30935000

1,000,000

27+102/000

50+702,000

51+302,000

$24:200,000

16814620, 008

(22/617/000)
(74225008}
(1+108,000)

(=3+000,008)
(83,080)

(22,417,000}
(79223000
(1¢108+000)

(-3,000+000)
(83,000}

(422:647+000
(43,000,000
(41108, 000

- 1000008
(H3-000

(28+033:0089

-2/000, 080
=1+204,000

(4225000

~21000,000
-1:204,000

(28,033,000)

=2+ 000+ 000
12045000

(423, 808+ 000
3

—

-31204,000

~3+204,000

~31204,000

~300, 000
-30+848,000

=312 148+000

=31+ 148000




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FY 1983 (MR 27377)

Surlesental
Resuest

Conference

August 1, 1985

=== Conference cosrared with -—

Federal Prorertv Resources Activilies!
Oeerating exronses (rescission).visssrrsssssasssss
Exvonsess diseosal of surrlus real and related
rroverty (rescinsion)cicessnssnsnsnsnannnnsnnnns

Subtotsls Federal Prorerty Resources
Aotivities (ML) cvisrrsrsnsnsnsnsnassnsnsnssns

Geraral Activities!
Seneral Manssesenl and Adainistration
Bslaries and Exrenses (rescission)eccsssvinssnss
Office of Inforsation Resources Renasesent!
Orerating Exronses (rescission)essesirssnsnss
Federsl teleccssunicetions fund (rescission)..
Autoastic data ¢ ing fund (rescission)...
Office of the Inspector General (rescission)......
Allowances and Office Staff feor Former
Presidents (rescisslon)iscscsssrosserssscnannnss
Working cerital fund (rescission)sssssssssnsnssnns

Subtotals General Activities (netd.icvecsssnsnns

Totals Beneral Services Adsinistration (netl....
National Archives and Records Adeinistration
Orerating Exponses (rescisslon)eissssissnssssssnssnnes
0ffice of Personnel Nanasesent
Salaries and exrenses (rescitsion).iciversssnsnsinanss

Pawaent to civil service retiresent and dissbility

TuUndesonsssnnnonanasansisnsssssassasssnessnansssnass
Totals Office of Personnel Manasesent (netd.....
Totals Chaeter NIt

Mow budset (oblisstionsl) suthority (net)...

(Lisitation on sveilability of revenus).

CHAPTER XI1
FEDERAL FUWDS 1/
Crininal Justice Indtiativeisssssssrssnnnnnnnnnssnnsns

Totals Federal FundS.cssssnssssnssnnnanssssnsias

PISTRICT OF COLUNBIA FUNDS 2/
Orerating Exrenses

Bovernaental direction and surrort.ccisisnissnssansins

Public educetion svetem..uvse
(Rescission)uesess

Weshinston Corvention Conter Fund.usesvssssnns
Rersvaent of losns and interest (rescission)..

Totals Orerating Exrens@s irsrrisssisnsnnssnsnas
Coritol DULlavecorssscosnatnnnsannsnrasnsantannansanns

1/ The Bistrict ted this r
Cosnitiee Mow 28+ 1983.

2/ These estisstes are contained in the Newor's
Haw é» 19785 resuest Lo the Council and Lhe
Maw 28: 1993 Comsunication on Federel Funds,

t to the

-207,000

-403,000 -403+000
- 454000
-415,000
-145,000
-T50000

-45:000
-415:000

-145,000
=F35,000

=17:000
-8+000

-19:000
-8,000

-1+070+000 =1+070,000

=37+461,000

40,965,000

~1» 161,000 ~1+181+000

401963000 #0+943,000

101414000

401943000

39,804,000 39,8044000

39,804,000

761 4647,000
176:847,000)

(4,225,000)

198+099,000
(244+327,000)
(-48+229,000)

(28,033,000)

221,499,000
1269:727,000)
(=48+220,000)

(4,225, 000)

222+299+,000
1270:327+000)
(-48,229:000)

128:033,000)

#24:200:000
(424,200,000)

8001000
(4900,000)

(423+008,000)

14,180,000

14,180,000

14+ 180,000

114,100,000

14,190,000

14,180,000

14,100,000

14,180,000

{4, 333,000)
(9,873,000)
(26+4680,000)
(-300+000)
(4:835,000)
(=11+794,000)
19:,598:000)
(-875:000)
1324,000)
(-12473,000)
13,500,000
(=1+230+000)
(3:576,009)

(4,293, 000)
17,847,000)
121+4811000)
152251, 000)
(-8:500,000)
(7:064:000)
(-873,000)
1500,000)
1-1+473+000)
(-1+250+000)
(305744 000)
(9:327/000)

(4,333,000)
17:873,000)
126+680,000)
1=300,000)
16,833,000)
(=11:794,000)
19:598,000)
1=875:000)
1324,000)
(~1,473,000)
(3:300,000)
(=1+250+000)

144,3530000)
1$9,873,000)
(4241680, 000)
(~300,000)
($4+833,000)
=11:794,000)
(49,3599, 000)
(-873,000)
14324,000)
(-1+473,000)
($3,300,000)
(=1,230,000)

14238,000)
1#24,000)
(#4999, 000)
(-300,000)
(41:584/000)
(-3+294+000)
1#1:732:000)

(=174,000)
1$3+500,000)

(=3576,000)
(-8:327/000)

149,247,000)

(49+247,000)

(45:471,000)

(#435:471+000)

(-30574:000)

123+400,000)

132 730+000)

(234400, 000)

(42304001 000)

(#17+430,000)
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS. FY 1983 (MR 2577)

Suerlesental === Conference coasrared with ---
Resuest ? " House Senate

Enterrrise Funds

Water and Sewer Entererise Fund..ossvssssvasssransnuns (10+,801,000) (10+801,000) (10,801+000) (#10+801,000)

Totaly enterrrise Punds..oovinrnrsnsssssnsnninss (10,801,000) (10+801,000) (10,801,000} (#10,801,000)

SEFESEESSASESNCE TETSSSNSSEN

Totals Pistrict of Columbia funds.csssarssssnins (83+448,000) (45: 798,000 (79,872, 000) (479.872:000) tm-lmmm

Totals Chaster XII:
5 MNew budgel (oblisetional) autheritw (net)... 14,180,000 144180,000 « 14+180,000 +14+100,000 S
District of Colusbia Funds..... 183,448,000 (45, 798,000) (794872,000) (479:872,000) (+14:074,000)
Oeerating Exrenses... (99+140,000) (77:896,000) 195:544,000) (495564, 000) (417 848,000)
RESCissiont. s isesrnsssnnnssnnnsanas (=15+692,000) - (~12+098,000) (=15+492,000) (-15+492:,000) (-3+594,000)

SEEEEESSSEE ENTY JEAENEEEICIIEESS

TITLE 1 - DEMERAL SUPPLEMENTALS

TOTAL - Mew budset (oblisstional) suthoritw IMI.J..... 10,420- 185,434 1108685,724,536  12,394,017,534  11,604,382,336 81,342,000 -999,433,000
» (100929:329,434) (12,865,129,534) (13+334,835,534) (12:317,542:536).  (-147,307,000) (-1:017+293,000)
(=85:204,000 (-B5:204.000) (-85, 204,000) 1-835:204,000) — —_—
(113:000,000) (113,000,000) (113+000,000) (113:000,000) - g
ResCission.ssvsvronrsnnnnnsnnsnns s (-278+261+000) (-239:474:000) (=212+014+000) (4660 245,000) (427:438,000)
Rescission of contract suthoritv..ceees (~520,940,000)  (-528,740,000) (~3528,740,000) (-528,940,000) ——- ane
(Deferral disarrroval)isssssssnsnnss === (1o 1904175:314) (364+572+000) (607:044,000)  (-302:729,314)  (#320+874,000)
(Effect of new deferral)ecessssnsess -— (-8+808,000) (=5,808,000) (~10+408,000) (=1+400:000) (=4+400,000)
(Limitation of Lrust fund Lransfer). (-41,048+000) (30,000 +000) e (20+000+000) (=10+000,000) (420:000+000)
(0w Lransfer) soscrssrcsssrssnsnnansssnasanes 142,128,000} (272,87%,000) 188+152,000) (75:464:000)  (-197+415,000) (-12+609,000)
(Lisitation on callable corital
subscrirtiont) s prsssnsnssvasanarssarsasnss  (1e21900230979)  (19219.023:979) (1:219:025:979) (1, 219.023,979) -——
(Linitation on availabilitv of revenue)...ies 14,225,000) (28,033,000} (4+225:000) (28,033,000 1#23+000,000)
(Change im lisitation on adainistrative ;
OPONIES) s vcnsrannrannnsirsnnnnsnnnnssanas (=12,274+000) (-447,000) (-449+,000) (-89, 000)
(Lisitation on indefinite contract authoritw) (-23:367+000) (-23+347,000) (-23+347+000) (-23+367,000)
(Chanse in linitation on direct loans).cauees (-4+000+000) — — -—
(Chonge in lisitation on suaranteed loams)... (~175,333,000) — - = -
(Lisitation on Morking carital funddeccsssass wee 1-30,000) {=1+000+000) (-1:000,000) (=970,000) —
(Pistrict of Columbia Punds nel).sssvsvcssnss (83,448,000 = (4631799, 000) (79:072,000) (479:872+000) (414,074, 0000

TITLE I1 - INCREASED PAY COSTS
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
Senate
Balariesr officers and serlowest.ivesrisssnisssnssnnns

Office of the Lesislative Counsel of the Senate...
Senste rolicy commitlees iiiiiieiiiiinisniennanss

Totalr Benate.coursrissrnsssnssoranssnvassrsnnsns

House of Resresentatives

Mouss losdarshir of ficEB vesssinsnsnrssnnnrsnnsnsssnns 71,000 71.000 71,000 91,000
Salariess officers and eerlowees v irirsrssssssssssnnss 1/176+000 1:176+000 11176+000 10176+000
Connitton parlovees. isorsnrasssssnsnransnsssesvsnsanss 1:012,000 1+012,000 10012+000 1+012¢000
Cosnittes on Aeerorriations (Studies and

Investisstions).veeees vennnans asarenssanes 16,000 s S g
Resbers’ clerk Mrecisssssrisincssnnnnins 4,136:000 24634000 20634000 208636:000
Standing cosmitiess: srecial and select.cciiesinssnnas $70,000 s —— -

All and exr T 844,000 54671000 47,000 665000

Totalr House of Rerresenlalives sssrssssssssnsss B8 245,000 5¢584,000 5¢'584,000

Joint [tess
Joint Economic Commitles...oivscrsssrrarnnsnsrnnnsnnss 75,000 75,000
Joint Committes on Printind.cesersvsrrssssrsrrrsnnnnnn 23,000 B+000
Coritol Buide Service.ssvsssssrnsssrsnssssannnnsanvnns 204000 100000
Totaly Joint ILE®S.cscrvnsrsssssnsnvnnsnnsnsnnne 118,000 93,000

EAFISSIIEISTREANE IIEIEATTCETIZIEE

Consressional Budset Office

Salaries and EXPENS@E oo s irsiraresanainainsnsrng
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SUPFLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FY 1983 (MR 23770

Surrlesental -— Conference cosrared with -
Resusst Conference House

Architect of the Caritol

Office of the Architect of the Caritol! Salaries....s

Carito]l Duildingeescsscansnssnssnnsnanrsnnsnsssnsnnnnse

Corijol gSrounds..ivsiss

Sanate office buildings..

Wouse office buildings......

Coritol pover Plant.icoresssnnnsossrsnnsnssnsnnsnsnies

Library buildings and srounds! Structural and
sechanical COPRusrrsrsnrrsnssssssunansnnnnasnannnnns

Votals Architect of the Caritol..covsnnineranins

Library of Condress

Balarion and OPIBI s cisassasssrrantsannrassarannnng 2+610,000 1,833,000 1,833,000
Corwrighl BfTicel Selaries and exrenses..ccvess . 399. 000 199,000 199,000
Congressionsl Resesrch Service! Salaries and ewrermes. $17,000 300,000 380,000
Books for the blind and phviically handicersed! &
Balarios and OxPONEes csssssssssrnsssssnannnansnssan 106,000 o e
Collection s distribution of library saterials
(sreciel forsisn currency Prograe)orsecesanssrssrsss 11,000 e Sepes

Totale Library of COMMFesS.seoncoresaavessserass 4,043,000 2+532,000 2,532,000

Bovernsent Printinag Office

Office of Bwrerintend of As! Salaries and

IPORIES s o 105 4 4060888 a sttt nartassssas i sssatissesnnes
Beneral Accounting Office
Balarios ond EXPONEES v cssrrssrsrsnriasnnnssnarserine S+4674,000
Potanic Sarden
Balories ond OxPONEEs oo ssrsssnnsanisssnnssnssssnnss
Office of Technolofv Assessaent

Solaries and OxPENBEt s viiiiniiinananssannrssaniny 306+ 000 143,000 143,000

Totals Lesislative Branch..coisssscrsssssssnsnns 2414175000 131624,000 130424,000

TN ADICIARY

Surrene Court of the United States

Belocien ond PERBER v crrrisasnanare trasesranne
Care of the building snd sSrownds...... sasanssasan

Totaly Surrese Court of the United States.......

United States Court of Aereals for ihe Federal Circuit
Balarion and ®xPenEet. i osiiserncinrnrrsrarrisrnsnsrnne
United States Court of Internationsl Trade

Salaries nd exPENEES s ocrsssrssnssaninsarsrranisnns 0,000

Courts of Aerealsy District Courts: and other
Judicial Services

Salarios of JdEes..iscssscnsssassscsasaissnsanssnnans 1+910:000 1:910:000 1+700,000 1+910,000
Salaries of surrorting rersonnel.... 9+150+000 9:150,000 7,150,000 9150000
Defender SErviCREissssssssssasnsssrsnsssnsssnassansans 175,000 375,000 375+000 375,000
Bankrurtcw Courts! Salaries and exrenE@S.cossvssscrnss 2+540,000 2+540,000 2+540+000 2+540+000

Total: Courts of Aereals: District Courtsy and
other Judicial Services..cicvcsrrnisarsnnnaias 13:975,000 13,975,000 13+ 785,000 134975.000 210,000

EaZEEEEECsEsESRs s saszss sEsEssscsswsesEs

Adeinistrative Office of the Unitad States Courts

Salaries and exPENBEE v rccsirrrasintsrisssiinranans

Federal Judicial Cenier

Salaries and ExPENBES o cvsrrsarssrniisanisiannnaneing 70:000 70,000 $0,000 70,000

SEEENEN sImw SEEISSSSELSEASEE SSCANSASIIESENEE SEESNW ssam

Totale The JdICIBTY sassssastonssssannannssnsss 15,003,000 14+ 702,000 145 492,000 14:702,000 +210,000

aE=Em smsx ESEE EESEENSEEESESCES FESTASSESANSSSIE SSSSSISSNSSEESEN EISSESSSESEIESEs
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1785 (MR 2577)

Surrlemental === Conferance coseared wath —-
Conference House Senate

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDEMT
The White House Office
47T SN ENPEOSEE s v ssanssisrarsaassenrsrasanans
Executive lﬂlﬁnﬂr at the White House
Taling ENPENEEScacnrrasnsannans T asR R RS RS
Seecial Assastance to the President
R T

s o1l on Ervironsental Gualits and Office of
Environsental Ouslity

“wmcil on Environsental Quality and Office of
Envirorsental Buality..iisscainnreasnssnssnssnansens

Office of Adainistration

Balaries SN EXPRNVELS .. uusririsrisnaribeiannstaristnn

Office of Manasesent and Budset

Salories and OXPONIES s csssrrsnnas tesssserannaen
Office of Federal Procuresent Policw! Salaries and

L T T Y

Total ?N« of Monasesent and Budsel..........

Office of Science and Technolosy Policy

Office of Science and Technolosw Policw...osnssssnssen

Totalr Executive Office of the President........

DEPARTRENT OF AGRICULTURE

Office of the Secretarvcccviissssnsisnssnns 129,000 65,000 129000 45,000
Perartaental AdRinistration....coeesianes 300+ 000 220,000 300+000 720000
0ffice of Governsental and Public APfairs sassssssrras 62+000 424000 42,000 42,000
Office of the Insrector Beneral (by tramsfer).sssevess (431.,000) (431,000) 1431,000) (431,000
Office of the General Counsel. . vsssnsssrnsannansnnss 204+000 — — —

Dy tronsfer)osssossenvassnnannnnne sas 1188.000) 1188:000) (188.000)

— 4,084,000 4+084,000 4,084,000
Mational Agricultural Library. 64,000 64,000 64,000 44,000

Statistical Rerorting Service! Salaries and exrenses.. 538,000 538,000 538:000 538,000
Econoeic Research Service! Salaries and moonses....ue 4894000 489,000 489,000 459+000
AMricultural Coorerative Service..cuvsvsrrurssnsinsinn e 34,000 35,000 »000
Horld Agricultural Outlook Board.....vees srevaenn 34,000 34:000 34,000 {Nﬂ
Foreisn Adricultural Service....eissvss sssssanes 274+000 274,000 274,000 274,000
Bereral Sales Menaser (Lremsfer fros Cossodity Credit
Corrorationdesessnssssssssssassnsasnnsnsnnssnsssinrs 154.000) (54,000) 154000 (54,0000

Federal Cror Insurance Corroration
Adainistrative and orerabling exPenses.ccisssssrsssnas

0ffice of Rural Develorssnt Policy
Salaries and EXPENEEE . coiieiirrrnriiaiisatsaraanaan

Rural Electrification Administration
Salarien and @NPENSRS cscrnsussansisrnnssnsnsnsnsssnan

Farsers Hose Administration

Balarios and EuPONSES carsrsurranssssnnsrnsnnsnssnsran B:006+000

Soil Conservation Service

Conservalion orerationS.isecsssssartsnsernanssnnsnnnns . 8,174,000 8196000
(P Lronsfer)eossrsncnsrsnnns 18:345:000) el =

River basin surveds and investisstions.. 252+000 732,000
Hatershed planninge.cvesessvcssnssnanasonsnnnnnes = 172,000 172+000
Watershed and flood rrevention orerations..... - 1,343,000 1:343:.000
Resource conservalion and develorsent....oseesss - 320,000 320700
Breat Plains conservalion Progrd@....scscssassencsnasns - 214:000 214:000

A-1sal and Plant Health Insrection Service

Salarion SR SXPERSEE. st ssrrsratsirrisitratssetnantn
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August 1, 1985

=== Conference cosrared with ---

Surrlesental
Resuest

Senate

Federal Brain Inseection Service
Salaries and ExXPENSES .  vsrssrssirrrtnas s nnnnn
Asricultural Markeling Service

Markeling ServiCeS csesssssrnssrsasrassansansnpananiig

{Increase in limitation on adeinistrative exerenses)...

Funds for strendth 4 sarkelss i and surrly
{sectiop 32) (incresse in lisitation)

Office of fransrortalion.sovrarsanssvoannannssnsnnnan

food Safetw and Insredtion Service
Salaries and EXPENEES . seisssnarratrasssninsianintas
Food and Wutrition Service

Food progras adeinistrablion. scsssrssrssrssssssnnsssns
Husan Mutrition Inforsalion Servic@.ssssssssssssscsnss
Pachers and Stockwards Adeinistration.sissesssasrvasnns

Forest Service
Forest research.crssssranrornsunsrsssesinssnssnsnnsnns

National forest sustem......s
Constructionessvssssssssssnniss
Land aceuisition..sues

Totals Derartment of Asraculture..cssiisacacnnss

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mational Oceanic and Alsosrheric Administration

Orerations: researchy and facililies (by transfer)....

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE--MILITARY

Military Personnel

Nilitary rersonnele ArBM. ciovssssssannsssninsssrssatns

(v transfer).ceesnnnaasnsnis
Military rersonnels Air Force
(By transfer)usssessnsuns

National Buard persornels ALr FOrCE®asssassrsrsnasnnsss

Totals Military Personnel..vesessravnssrssnsnns
(Bu APBNSTEr) s ssivesssnsnsnnnrsnviseransengs

Oreration and Mainienance

Oreration and saintensnces ATBY.iasiivs
By transferdosvesconvnnnmanannnes
Oreration ard saintenences Navy..

Oreration and saintenances Marine Corrs.iesoininies

b transfer)....oicansnss sasdsssennnes
Oreration and saintenances Alr Force..ovvss

(B transfer).oiies
Oreration and maintenancer Defense Adencies

(Py transTerdisiasivecansasasnnnvsnnnss
Oreration and saintenances Arsy Reserve.......
Oreration and saintenances Navy Reserve...oeaiis
Oreration and maintenance: Marine Corrs Reserve.
Oreration and maintenances Air Force Reserve...occuuee
Oreration and maintenarcers Ares Malional Guard..
Oreration and saintenances Air Nalional Buard........
Mational Board for the Promsotlion of Rifle Practices

MBI s sassasasrasssnsasnsssissssnassnstssassansint

wen

Totals Oreralion and MaINLENance. e sevrssransns
By Lransfer)iscisnossnsnbssasnorosuncnvsnns

112396000

841,000
(753,000}

841,000
1753+000)

1150+000)
27,000

1150,000)
27,000

11:396:000 112396, 000

744,000
2094000
10+488,000
1:777+000
30,000 E

10 164,000
209,000
10+488,000

841:000
(753,000)

1150:000)
27+000

11:396+000

171642000
209,000
10+ 688+ 000

SSIFSESEISTESITES ANZL ISECEIEINEEN ANSEFIENIUTINESN EEESISESSEIS OIS

24+430+000

542 795:000 53,332,000

12+783+000) 15,860,000)

483,249,000

3159+413,000

116+840,000
417147941000

261419000

3,078,000
1217761000
17,532,000

FEEsERER amm

442,249,000
124,819+000
(114,814,000}
114,840,000

4171249000
125,000+000)
1339,633:000)
104,840,000
1104000, 000)
224,825,000
(142+854,000)
4r619:000
122,000,000}
3:078:000
209746+000
17+532,000

275,312+000
(112, 3467,000)
2614194000

3:078,000
2+976:000
17+532:000

1+43/5 406,000

sasrasrscsucrksc osE

200+ 400+ 000

230,800,000

10:600:000

120+ 00,000
104530, 000
8+ 300,000
1+400,000
200,000
8+800+000
15+000+000
1845004000

14:009

721+044:000

1+109+425,000 77751194000
(227,181,000) (537448710001

ESSETIZICSEZEN CRFISELAENAESSES

10s 4680 °F
(1194 320,700}
Th1iR.000
« (RS0 BUSHOT Js

' 470000
€347+000+000)
72,932-000.
LM% 148 000)
ia.tun.‘i;ﬁﬁi -~
(7521 33,0000
89, 230+6G0
7,336,000
400,000
150,000
7+300+000
13:194,000
15:091+000

<A@~ 4E8. 2000

(1 T B
Bivl
(81000

72336.020
1,400,000

150,000
7+300,000
13+194,000
15:091. 400

)
.

12,000 12000

143,298,000
(406,761 900)

170+ 335,000
(345, 7690000

EFEETsEsSEEssssEE NEREEARATTINETCTE &

53,188,000

14,880:000)

417:24%:00C
125,000,000}
1339,433,000)
104+840,000
(104000, 000)
254,825,000
1112:854,000)
41619+000
1224000, 000)
3,078,000

(509,487, 0001

zrsEIETIFEFSIEYN

1GrAL8e 00§

1219: 30040005
7¢119:0%0

& 180,829,000

18468 000)
1905 344, 0001
W1.230.200
LEERSU L 1

P

134194:002
1540914000

12,600

143,294,000
1404,963,000)

+200,000

=1+ 7771000
-30,000
SZESTFTILAATSTIIS EESLENFRASFEISSES

-1+607:000 =144:000

grzcresrsesTeas shasEsssasmusssw

(=1+000,000)

1#2:077,000)

SassEssEEsssszsse

- 25+000.000
1$25,000,000)
-224,819/000

(4224,817,000)
=10+000:000
410+000,000)
~20+487+/000
(#487,000)
~22+000:000
1422+000:000)

430,000, 900
1-30+000,000)

-302+304+000
(428243061 000)

TEIRSIEEISESAREER

430,000,000

-4y 04,000
v 27: 700,000}
-1 835,000
VA%, 6810000

i a2l 0000
-Brdne OO0
1485 000+000)

~27+037:000
(#41+194,000)
R T
.

(-30,000+000)

sErEzeTEISsaEERE
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FY 1985 (MR 2577)

Surrlesental === Conference coardred wilh ---
Resuest Conference House Senate

Family Housing

Family housings ArBNeesssvesserssnguesssasssssssnsnnns 3,439,000
Family housings Mavy and Marine Cofrs 1+1493:000 ——
Family housings Air Force.sssssssnss 12454, 000 -

Totalr Family Mousing.ssvivrsnnsssnssnnsssnannns 41386000 1+700+000 7 =14700+000

Totals Derartaent of Defense--Mililarv.ssssssrss  2:164,836,000 112792760, 000 §22:117+000 750+417,000 -329,343,000 428,300,000
(By Lransfer)cscevescsassssrosnnnnnnsnnsnnins e (592:950+000) (944+450,000) (9161 450,000) (#3213, 300:000) (-30,000.000)

STSSESEESESTEIST ITEENNESRISRSERY SEEEEEELITSEAEEE

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE--CIVIL s
Ceselerial Exrenses) Araw .

Balaries and exPeNSes. sieiiiuiiansainansatsatsnianinns
Cores of Engineers - Civil

Beneral investisations (b transfer).sesssisssnsssruns 124200,000) 12/200,000) (2+200+000)
General exrenses (bv transfer)..suus sesnasssannsse (3:,000:000) (3,000:000) (3+000,000)

Soldiers’ and Airsen’s Wose

Oreration and Seinblenance. csrssssissnarsrsssssnsssnnne 324,000 324,000 324,000 324,000
ESSSETISEITITIST SSSISSSITISITSTE ISSSESSEs:ESS=EIsd

Total: Derartaent of Defense—Civiliciessens 177,000 31774000 377,000 377,000

(Bw Lransfer)icocsnisnsnnsnsnsannnnosnnnnnie 15+200+000) (5¢200+000) (5+200:000) (5+200,000)

szaxzs == =ms szsszaEs sEssazsEEEsrrass

DEPARTHENT OF EMERGY
Enersw Prosrass

Enersu Inforsation Adeinistration.uiisscsssscssnsasias 495,000 495,000 495000 4954000
Federal Energy Resulatory Commission..iccvsssrissnnsas 1+427+000 104274000 10627+000 1.827:000

Tolaly Devarteent of Enervesssssvisesnisnsnnnss 2+1122,000 T 201224000 23122+000 2:122,000

DEPARTHENT OF MEALTH AND HUMAM SERVICES
Food and Drus Adsinistration
Salaries and PXPPOSES. ciasissieiansian s siianan 3,535,000
Health Services Adainistration
Indian Mealth SEFVICES . cisssesnisnsrssensnisnsssnsnie 297,000 202974000
PEPARTHENT OF HOUSING AWD URBAN BEVELOPNENT
Hanagesent and iﬂ-innt;ahu

Salaries and exrenses (by Lransfer).icsarsarsassansans (2:712/000) 12+712:000) (2:712+000) (2:712,000)

EsTzans szEsE =

DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Manasesent

Ranasesent of lands and resOoUTCES . cersarrsnnsrsnsnnsnns
“ (B transfer).iiicaiiniisnsnsnensnnensnnnnsrneinas

United States Fish and Wildlaife Service
Resource Banasesenl.  iccvovssnssnnssnsarsassannasnsnns
Matioral Park Service

Deeration of the national Park sysle@iiiciierinninans b 81700,000 81700000
(B Lransfer)uservisesssonnssonssnasnnvrannnranans 110+700+000) - ——

Office of Surface Minina Reclasation
and Enforcesent

Resulation and LechnoloSyeeiscsrrrroinasnnincninsnnnns
Py transfer).scscssinsnscnsssaansssasnnninnsinnans

Geolosical Surves
Surveus) investisalions: and research. . iceracassanans e 4,454,000 4,464+000 41444,000

Bureau of Indian Affaars

Oreration of Indian Programs.ccessssnsrsnnnasnnsssnnns e $+000,000 — 3+000: 000
(D Lransfer)issessssssuannsntinstssssnaqansnnnnns 13,000,000} — 15+000,000) e
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1985 (HR 2577)

Surrlesental === Conference coarared with -—-
Reauest e S nate

Derartaental Offices

Office of the Solicitofissirsssssnssssrnannnsnansnnnss e 304,000 304000 —
(Bu Lransferdicscssssnsssssssssssnnnsnsnsssnnnanss (404+000) - s

Totals Derartasnt of the Interior.. s peCeniey R 22+925+000 24,925,000 +2+000+000 +4,0004520
By bramslPerdoiccesscsasensnsnnnss (18:561,000) —— (5,000,000) — o 1~5,000, 000)

EE EEESSEISSEYEEIEY EESSSSCEESRsSENE

DEFARTMENT OF JUSTICE
BGeneral Adeinistration
Salavies and S ENEEB.casasinnrsnsnnsrnssissaarinannns
United States Parole Commission

Balories and EwrPenses.covvesnnnrnssararsnansannsssnass 1604000

sessazEmnszr=cEm

Lesal Activities

Salaries and exrenses: General Lewal Activities.. 3+308+000 3.308+000 3+308:000 3,308,000
Salavies and exrensess Antilrust Bi 685,000 645,000 645,000 685,000
Saleries and exrenses: United States Atlornews and
MorshalBccssesscnsnsosnnsssnnonnnasansssnnsasnsnsans 40151000 $r 175,000 6+151,000 6+173:000
(D bransferdisscssssnassnnosnsanansssnnnsnnnnnsen (1+8636+,000) (10636:000) (10636:000) (108636+000)
Salaries and exrensesy Cossunity Relations Service.... 135000 135,000 133+000 135:000

Totale Lesal Activilaes.cccrcrsssnnsrssnnncnnnns 104259000 10+283+000 101259000 10+283,000

Interasency Law Enforcesent
Organized crine drud enforcesent..ccessssssssssssnnnas
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Salaries and EXPENSeS.couccsnrsarsarnnstsasaranssrans 15+270+000 15,270,000 15+270,000
DPrus Enforcesent Adainistration

Salaries and EXPENEES . corcsrnsrnrrrrancarrnsarrananns 4:682,000 4,682,000

.

Issigration and Maturalization Service

Salaries and GXPENEES csscsrrsssninarrsnrarssnrnsrinns
Federal Prison Swstes
Balaries and ExPENSES.cssrrrasnnrrrrnrsrnnsasrranastns 71 345,000 7+345,000 72345, 000 70345.000

Federal Prison Industries: Incorsorated! (Limitation
on adainistrative and vocational training exrenses). (104,008 (104,000} (104,000) 1104,000)

.
Totale Derartaent of Justic®ecvcicssssnsnnrinsss 48,388,000 48,412,000 48,388,000 48,412,000

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Labor-Hanasesent Services
Salaries and EXreNSeS. .isiisirrcassrrsnnsserssusrirnnn
Pension Benefit Buarants Corroration

Pension Benefit Buaranty Corroration fund
(incresse in limitation)ecsisssscsnnsnsscssnnanssanss 1244:0060)

Earlowaent Standards Adeinistration

Salaries and EXPENERS. scosssssssansartassnnssnannnnnan 1+8192000 =
(Limitation on Lrust fund transfer).ccscccsssssssns (5,000 e
Black lune disability trust fund.coevenns seisenanne 174:000 176+000 176.000

Totals Esrloweent Standards Adeinistralion...... 1+995:000 176000 176+000

SITTITNTSRNETILE BIUNEEFITTEXTSAS ssZEms =

Occurational Safetw and Health Adeanistration
Salaries and OXPEMERS ssssssssssrssasssssrcasnrarsnnns 1+176.000
Hine Safely and Mealth Admimistralion
T Pt PO BONe RS TS UL o e 1 +43%.000
Bureau of Lavor Statistics

Salarios ond EXPENEES . ssssssssssssnsnsnssassasssbong 712,000 —— —— -

ES33TIISINSCISSNES SESENISNEEIZSESS EESNSJEINEIEEEGEE FEIIANNESTESNEEN
s .
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Berarteental Managessnt
Salarian ond SxPEMEEE . sosssivnstnrnsstassnsitssrsinnn
OfTice of the Ineraclor Beneral. . osnisssssrsansnnnais
Asszistant Secretary for Yelerans Farloveent and
Training (linitation on trust fund Lransferdescoiies
fotals Berarisental Manasesenl. . ciisvivnneninns

Totaly Derariaanl of Laborisivsavssnsannnnannnnn

JEPARTHENT OF TRAMSPORTATION
Federal Mishuav Adeinistralion
fL4aitation on general orerating srwmaes) . ooiiiiiiins
Hetional Mashwew Traffic Ssfely Adeinistration
Troratiorn and vesearch (by transfer)oviiiviersnanaine
Federal Railroad Adainistration

Office of Lhe Adminisirator (by Lransferdussssssosssesn
ladirasd safely (be Lramilavi.csversinsssnnsnrnnsnnnes

Ueban Mess Transearistion Adeinisiralion
hdainistrative sxrenses (bw Lransfer)..iivvnnnssinians
Fedaral Avialion Ads:inisiralion
Orerations (Duw Lrasfer)eeirssicisisinnssrtnvessnnnnns
Mesdeugriers aministration (bw Lranafer) . covisininns

Oesration and saintenance: Melrorolilan Mashinston

drearts (bw Lramafer)eciisssannasnenisrisssnnrsnine

Coast Guard
Meeralive FNPPMEPS it isrss s nsas AT s Ao Rt avanananians
(P Lransfer).csssscnniinns “on ehnas
Heserve Lraining (b Lransferdossivansaninnsanvaninnns
Maritioe Adeinisiralion
Deerations and Lrainind (by Lransfer) uievsivievienins

Saini Lawrence Seawaw Develorsent Corroration

(Lisitation on sdeinistrative exrenses)
fincresse in Jimilationdessseenvsnnnsinsnnsnrsnansns

Office of the Insreclor General
Falaries and exverses (by lramsfer)..cvcvanranrsnnnnns
Research and Seecial Prosraas Adainistration

Ressnrch and srecisl rrodreas (b Lramiferd...oueioinn

(ffice of the Secretarw
Saluries and sxrenses (by Lransferdesssssnssasrsssrsas
Totals Derariment of Tramseortation. . vosvenvsans
(Bw Lransfer) ccsssessssnansannsansnsasrssns
tincrease an Jisatalion) e isvevssssnnnanrunss
DEPARTHEMT OF THE TREASURY
Office of Lhe Secrelary

Salaries and OPENSES. s st ier st crararerasnravannann

Office of Revenue Sharins

Salaries and ExPENSES. v iraranaaranearsasinitins

Federal Law Enforcesent Trainming Cerler
Salaries and PePONSRE s assrrinnnns TR TR .
Financial Wenasesent Service

salaries and erreniegs, ..

Surrlemental
Resussl

Conference

11070,009
288,000

(143,000}

22585

=== Conference comearsd with ---
House

Benate

12,358,000

sazsEsITEzREERE

71 422,000

174,000

176:000

(1¢715:000)
(357000}

1212,000)
1201009

{809,000}

122+ 000+ 000}
(385,000)

1324,000)

(18,000, 000}
(10448,000)

1552+ 000)

(308:0001

1875:000)
sszsseEscEEIsIEE

145.823, 0001
(20+000)

sszmawsa

102,060

1+227:000

azams

13,112,000}

15050002

15:090:000
13,275, 0003
11:025:000)

1552,000)

165,000)
SRRITIZIZISIILEC=IE
15000, 000
18:834:000)

176000

ZaSE IESSs AEEISSSASEEEESAN

(35 112,000?

1505:000)

18:275:. 000
(1:075:000])

15352:000)

1300000}

(43,0000
FESfEERIEERIZSs=E3

(23.834,000)

ZITIT CEIFRECICSCTISSE SRFIEESTEES

457,000

102,000

1+229.000

135112:000)

1505 .000)

154000 000
13,275, 909)
(12025:000)

1332+ 000}

300,000

145+ 000)

CEEFIEFELEANEECRS
15,000,000
18,834, 000)

$13:000, 500

(=15: 300+000)

EENEESEEESISSEII SINEESETISECIERES

$15,000, 000
-15,0004 0001

EEIIScISEIIATEIS EIEESCISESINASCE ENSEESATEANZESES

A57 000
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SUPPLENENTAL APPROPRIATIONS: FY 1985 (MR 2577)

Surrlesental : === Conference cosrared with ---
Resusst House

Buresu of Alcoholr Tobacco and Firearss
Salaries and EXPENSEE. s it attiiiristraianssrsanrnns 1:339.000 1:339,000
United States Custoes Service
Balaries and EXPENBES srsasrsrsarrasrtssirasnnrrnrErns 61246000 12¢492:000 12,492,000
hrlow of the Public Debt

Adeinistering the rublic deblecesrsessssasssasnnsnnnas

Internal Revenus Service

Salaries and @xPENEES.cisssesirrrasisssniitssnanrranas 1+300+000 1,821,000 1,821,000 1,821,000
Processing tax returns... 4,704,000 14,384,000 14:384,000 14,384,000
Exsainations and arreals.cveies senanane senenns 21+193:000 28:539,000 28,539,000 20,537,000
Irvestisastion: collection and Laxrawer SErviC®iiassess 4,800:000 20+453,000 20,453,000 20,453,000

.Totalr Internal Revenue Servic®.ssssssssssasrass 32+197,000 65:197,000 65¢197,000 $5:197,000

United States Secret Service

Balarios and ®xPeNa®S ciasrirasnssnssrsssnrsannsnnrsnse 2,214,000 20214,000 20214000 20214+000

Totals Derartaent of the Treasurv.csssssssssssss 44,905,000 84,079,000 94,079,000 B4:077,000

EMVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Balaries and exrenses..ivsiississerasinsrnrssrsssanns S 4234000 5:423,000
BEMERAL BERVICES ADWNINISTRATION

Federal Buildings Fund!
Lisitation on availabilite of revenus!
Comstruction and acsuisition of facalities.... (=7:781,000) —— (=7+781:000) -— (47:781,000)
Real prorertv orerationseisicisesssnnnes (5+682:000) (=2+099,000) 150482:000) (=2+099+000) (=7+791/000)
Prograa direction.cesesssssnins (10 869,000) (1, 449,000) (1+849+000) (1, 469,000) ——e
Desion and comstruction services..isissasnsss 1630,000) (630,000} 1630+ 0001 1630+000) =

Totalr Federal Buildings Fund..csssvvsssvsns - — — -——
Oeerating exronsesr rersonsl eroeeriv (bw Lransfer)... 12:200+000) (2+200+000) 12¢200,000)
General sanssesent and adeinistrationi Salaries and

mrenses (by Lromsfer)iccsssssnrsssnnsnnrssnnsnsnnns 12+200+000) (2+200,000) (2+200:000)
MATIDNAL AEROMAUTICS AMD SPACE ADMINISTRATION
Ressarch and Pro@res sandsenenl.coiviiisssnnrsnninsans
OFFICE OF PERSOMMEL MANAGEMENT

Salories and OXPENSES. cocosistrranrnnsitnssrnninsanans 17,000 ¥17:000
Salaries and morenses (incresse in limtation)..ceeses (448,000) 1448+000)

VETERANS ADMIMISTRATION

Medical COMBavsnnvsnsrninrnnmnranasssansnansnsnsnsnnny T2+524:000 152+524+000 122,524,000 152+524,000

Genaral oreraling EXPENBES s inssnsanssssansansnnse 7+932,000 61000000 34500000 35004000 24500000

Constructions sinor prodects (lisitation on <
adainistrative exrenses)esvsrsossssansnnsanssnrsnnss 1371+000) ——— (371+000) (3710000 1#371+000) -——

Totals Veterans AdeinistralioN.vsssersessssasnss B0+ 436,000 158+524,000 1261024, 000 156,024,000 =2»500+000 301000, 000

OTHER INMDEPEMDENT AGEMCIES
ACTION
Drerating @XPOnEet ssssssssrsssrnsssrbanrinstsnsanssns 233.000
Adainistrative Conference of the United States

Salaries and EXPENEES s vssssrsasransarnrrnT TR RRssaty

Cosaission of Fine Arts
Salaries and EXPENBES..eciieiasrisnrariarsinnsnarranne

Cosatssion on Civil Rights
Salories and ExPENIPS. cirersinsinsnnatssrnsansansans

Cossodity Futures Tradins Cosmission

Cossodity Futures Tradingd Commission. .coearsansanvanns
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SUPPLENENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, FY 1983 (MR 2377)

Suprlesental -== Conference cossared with -—
Resuest House Senate

Eausl Esrlowsent Oesortunitv Comsission

Saluries ond EXPENEEBac scerinsnssnssussnntaransannia

Federal Cossunications Cossission
Salaries and EXPENEEB. asssrriiesnnivsiitatstrnrinies
Federal Election Comaission
Sal0riOn S ONPINORES o osesesidngeessinasitaraesivrin
Federal Esersency Manasesent Asency
Salaries ond exrenies ﬁn tronsferdeiccivsnnssisnnnens (2047250000 1(2+472,000)
Federal Homse Loan Bank Board
{Lisitation on non-adainistrative exrenses: corrorale
Pundtdoscsssnstssssssnssannsnnasnssasnnannennsnnnnes (720,000) - e s
(Limitation on adeinistralive exrenses» corrorale
PUNEB) cuouisnnnnsarasnsnsassnnansiarsrrsnsnnsnssins 112110+000) 11+110,000) (1+110,000) 11+110:000)
Federal Labor Relations Authority
Salaries and EXPENSEE. i voiraitunnnsnransnrrtsrrrinanes
Federal Wediation and Conciliation Service
Salaries and eXPENSES.siesiiisrssssssennsstrinsenenns
Federal Rine Safetv and Health Review Cossission
Salaries and BXPENERS v ssssnirranrssrsisnasssnniniinrs
Federal Trade Cossission
Salaries and EXPENEES. sorcnrstsrranssnsnsssssrsaiiiee
Intellisence Cossunitw Staff
Intellisence community staffisivisssssassnnnnrnnannnse
Intersovernaental Asencies
Advisory Cossission on Intersovernsental Relations
Salories and ExXPENSEBssrsasrsrrsrnnsnritnansnrsnnarns
Belavare River Basin Commission
Salaries and exPENSES covssssnrsartarsrrsttnnsnnnnines
Suseushanna River Basin Coseission
Salaries and ExPENSES vsravanansvarnenissrinisnsnannne
International Trade Commission
Salaries m‘m....n------.-.-.-................
Interstate Cosserce Comsission

Salaries and EXPENEES s asssaitaissianisntnrintant 1+000,£00

Merit Sustess Protection Board

Salaries and exPENEES. i snasanansstaasraansraning
Office of the Srecial Counselivesssnssninsrsnininnnnns

Totals Merit Swstews Protection Board.evissviiee

Mational Carital Planning Cosmission

Salaries and EXPENIEB.versversnrtasstsnsssssssssanias
Mational Science Foundation
Prodras develorsent and sanasesent (lLimitation
on sdeinistrative &Penses)csissrsrsssnsrnnssninins 11,670,000) (1,870,000) 1114704000 (101470,000)

United States Antarclic progras aclivitigs.sesssessaas 7501000 750000 750,000 . 750:000

Mational Trensrortation Safely Board
Balaries and exPENERS.cosrcrssnnrsrsrrnisssssssnssinnss

Pennswivania Avenue Develossent Corroration

Salaries and EXNPENBERssssssaressrasstensssansnassnanas
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ROPLEMENTAL APPROFRIATIONE, FY 1783 €@ I8

August 1. 198/

=== Confarence comspred wilh -—-
Teaete

Surrlesentsl

Resuwat Confarence

Securities lﬂsdl'lrﬂ\.ﬂ‘l't Coacission
Balarins ond OXPOREO8. o v arsnrrsrrssnnrnasnsmsinoss
Ssithronien Inetitution
Bolories ond ExPENIRE v o rerrrrrrenarnrsnsrarsia AN
Salavies and mcensat: Mational Callery ef Arbl....

Galavies amd mrenses: Woodrow Wilson Internationsl
Conter for Boholars.iessssisnsasanerisnnnsnsnstinies

sata

Totale Beithmonian Instibution.covevsninninninns

Total: Other [nderendenl ASEOCIESiisssssssss

Uniled States Holocausl Memerial Council

T T T T R T

Roleceust Kssorial Council...

United States Tax Court
Selarios and EXPENIEE srsarinrnerinnrsnaransinnanit
TITLE I1 - INCREASED PaY COSTS

TOTAL - Wew budsel (obligationsl! suthority.....
(Incresse in limitations).sissesisinnninaniis
(Limitation on administrative exrenses).... ...
(Trust fund Lramsfer)cissscssinasnanunsssins
(B Lramsiordocssnercnscrannnarnnanarsinns

TITLE 1 - GEMERAL SUPPLEMENTALS

Chaeter 11
Adriculture!

Hew budsel (oblisational) sulhorilvesssesrins
ArrrorriabionSsvevessnansiornnsnsannsssnnns
Rescissions.....
Mithority o DOrrOVN cseresssavsnsrnrrins

Charter 11!
Cossercer Justicer, Stete and the Judiciary!

Wew budset (oblisational) suthority..e...
Aerrorriationteisicsassssnnss
Rescinsiont.sassnrssnssnnrananunsssnnnsrsns
feerosriation for debt reduction..eessiiies

(Dy transfor).iscccisssnnnnnnanns

(Limitstion on direct loams)deiuss

(Limitation on susranteed loans)...

(Deferral actions - nell,

Charter 1113
Defense!
New budset (oblisstional) aulhoritw..vesvevss
(Bw transfer)....
Charter IV
Enersy and ¥ater Develoesent!

Mew budget (oblisational) authorits...veies
Aeproorial 1O rarsrnsrsnnnarrnnnnres
RESCISSiONS.saaaiasannrssonsansinsnnnssneny

Charter Vi y
Foreisn Oreraticns!

Mew budset (oblisationzl) aultharitw...

(P bramaferdicsscrrinssnnsnsnnnsisssnnnannns

(Limitetion on callabls carilal
subscrirtiont) cicssanmenrernnnsnanservanns

Charter VII
Mousing 1 Urben Beveloreent-Inderondenl Aesencies!
Mow bodeet (eblisetions]) sethority (met)....

FERARRARNTRI IR R AR TR R

Rescission of contract suthority..
(Bw LransTer)uusavrrsrrranrnnanrsssasannsnsin
(Limitation on indelinite contract suthority)

Chaster VII!
Interior and Related Atencies!

Mew budset (obligational) suthority (netdi..s
Aerrorridtions s rssrsssnnsinsnnnnes
ResCissionms,ovous

(By transferl.osecens

(Doferral disarsrroval)...uus

(Effect of new deferraldeseissssssssarssanans

Chaster VI
Labors Health snd Human Services: and Education!
Wew budsel (oblisational) Buthoritu....sesees
(B Aramaferd . uocanipisanvaiunsnunncasnnnnsns

1,043,000

11294, 000

TasssEEssESSEasS

13,673,000

10045,000

1ebbea 000
33000

14:000

~249:000

ENAFEEISEREFEINER SIFSUNSENSSSSEON S EWEES L0 N EoE

13+ 137000

13+157 000

150,000

ErETEwsITEEEEEET

2:456+ 768000
(B4Z+000)
(30861000
t148.000)
(E71454:,000)

Z:FESESEEES=EESs

3,4360072:000
(3+323:072:000)

(113400000001

423,704,000
(4440404, 000)

[ =20+700:000)
(354978,000)
(=4+1000,000)

(-175,333,000)

2049600380436
(Sr686,000)

(1 215:023:57%1

~333:940,000
(175:000,000)
(528,940,000}

(527711000
(=23, 3674000)

68:841,000
(68 +841,000)
(29964, 000)

4, 208, 750,000
(315,591 .000)

IREEESES

150,000

IEsTsEEEssRESELL

1+784, 351,000
(378,000
(1+774,000)

" (619+1884000)

EZEZaaXESILISRAES

47 433:126:000
14, 340126000}

(113:000,000)

326,579,000
(401,342,000)
(-54:063,000)
(-20¢700+000}

(i70462,000)

(84500, 0001

(240,000,000}

113:150+000
(113+150,000)

2027500340436
(51686000}

(121940239791

-38Y. 144800
1237, 700,000}
(=79 PRb 000
{-328,940,000)

(-23:347+000)

BY» 1354000
(146:037:000)
(-5¢:882,000)

{4, 900,000)

(1e179:388,.316)
(=800, 000)

4, 592,8410000

3501000

356000

ENsEEssEESEENSs: EISZEIEIEIINEINS ASISZANNISLLUEES NISECSITRIRSRLS

14335,730,000
(3%0,000)
(2:145,000)

(978,237,000

15415, 470000
(572,000
(2r145,000

(984785, 000)

-J28:921 . 000 179 Tale 80X

(43710000 —

(43275577 000} (-53,47; &)

470641565+ 000
(40380+7720000)
(- 203,000}
(1130000000

401+ 359,000
1554, 058.000)
=51 99920001
(=200 700,000

(200464000}

(8:500:0007

74,000 000
(14:000:000)

42, 409:000
(94+800,000)
(=34, 3910000

208960260430
(13 34300000

(1e219.023.97%)

-19€: 717000
(3%1,220.000)
(=26+997:000)
(=528, 940, 000)

(7:100:000)
€-23:367:000)

122/ 453000
(101144710000
=59, 174:000)

{4+ 900.000)
(321+785,000)
(-3:B08:000)

&, 778298, 000

= wmEm =

JodeBeT7 20000
(3435745545 000)
(=1:784:000)
(117,000,000}

M raler0d
CA08: 438 000 1
(474 322:000)
(-204700: 0003

(23:044:000)

(8+300: 000!

35,000,000

11121202000
(1194400,000)
(~8+200,000!

2+325,038,434
(16 100:000)

(1219021, 977)

=295 0041000
(2 220 8004
(~26+284:000)
(-528, 740,000
(5,105,000)
(-23:347.000)

194,437,000
(231,347 ,000)
(=56, 934. 000}

14,900,000}
(442 677« 000)
(=10:408,000)

4 714838000

CET T LT

-F84. 334 000
{-PR2+370.0000
(=1 » 784,000}

493797004
1e003: 2044 02¢
147,450 008

4207 837 0
420309, 500)
SITFLINY 1

53827 00d
(50 300
L TR
H20a02,000) 420600, 006

=39 000+ 008
-140000 00

+13,000, w00
(=240,000,000)

~2e 030 b0
(461 2500000
(B 280, 00
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Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, one of
the 20 authorized projects included in
the water resources supplemental ap-
propriations bill is near and dear to
my heart—namely that of deepening
the main ship channel leading into the
Port of Baltimore which project was
authorized 15 years ago in 1970.

I wish to take this time to commend
the work of Chairman WHITTEN and
Mr. Bevin. of the Appropriations
Committee, Chairman Howarp of the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, Chairman Roe and
Mr. StaNGeELAND of the Subcommittee
on Water Resources in their contribu-
tion to the passage of the water re-
sources supplemental appropriations
bill. Their efforts are most appreciated
in resolving the difficult problem of
funding both authorized and unau-
thorized water projects.

In my home State of Maryland, the
Port of Baltimore which is an author-
ized water project is close to having all
the preliminary work necessary com-
pleted before actual port development
begins. The State of Maryland is pre-
pared to meet the Federal Govern-
ment’s cost-sharing formula and pro-
ceed with dredging in the Chesapeake
Bay. The State has conducted a study
of its own in order to reduce the over-
all cost of the project by more than
$110 million by narrowing the width of
the 50-foot channel. Maryland has in-
dicated it will sell its World Trade
Building and issue bonds to provide
the funds for its share of the costs
prior to the 50-foot channel. The sum
of $53 million already has been invest-
ed by Maryland to build up Hart
Miller Island as a disposal site for an-
ticipated dredging sludge.

The entire Maryland delegation has
been working to bring this about and
is behind it all the way. After the
dredging, larger ships will be free to
enter the Baltimore Port. Greater
means for trade will create more jobs
and a stronger economy with the im-
portation and exportation of goods.
The steel industry will greatly benefit
from an increase of maritime trade.

The Baltimore ship channel is also
vital to providing the measure for the
United States to improve its exports—
of coal and grain—and thus keep our
balance of trade. It is a project also
equally important to keeping a steel
mill alive—by allowing deeper draft
ships—more heavily laden with iron
ore to call on our steel mill—and
therefore providing cheaper steel.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I wish to
express my praise in the action by this
Congress in working to bring about
new water construction projects that
have been in the waiting for over a
decade. Our water resource infrastrue-
ture needs such as inland waterways
and port development have managed
to continue to contribute to this Na-
tion’s economic development over this
past 10 years without necessary fund-
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ing. However, today with the decision
of both the House and Senate to reach
an agreement on the House/Senate
conference report of the supplemental
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1985
on the funding of water construction
projects, we can rest assured that nec-
essary investments will be provided to
our Nation’s water projects. We can
expect greater economic growth re-
sulting from today’s action by this
Congress.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHITTEN].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SENSE-OF-CONGRESS RESOLU-
TION ON SETTLEMENT OF
SCHEDULED BASEBALL STRIKE

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the resolution (H. Res. 252) to urge ne-
gotiators for major league baseball
owners and players to quickly settle
their differences and avoid a sched-
uled players' strike, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 252

Whereas baseball is America’s national
pastime;

Whereas major league baseball is an im-
portant source of family-oriented entertain-
ment for millions of Americans;

Whereas major league baseball teams are
a source of local pride for fans in communi-
ties across the Nation, as well as providers
of substantial revenues and employment op-
portunities in related businesses.

Whereas the Major League Baseball Play-
ers Association has voted to strike on Tues-
day, August 6, 1985, unless they have
reached a new collective-bargaining agree-
ment with team owners by then;

Whereas a prolonged players’ strike would
result in the cancellation of hundreds of
baseball games, the loss of millions of dol-
lars to related businesses, and endanger the
long-term interests of the sport; and

Whereas those who would suffer greatest
during a baseball players’ strike would be
the fans: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
that the Major League Baseball Players As-
sociation and team owners have a responsi-
bility to the baseball fans of America to
ensure that the current season is not inter-
rupted, and that the parties and the Com-
missioner of Baseball should do everything
in their power to avoid a strike by players.

August 1, 1985

Mr. CHAPPELL (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHAPPELL. Mr. Speaker, this is
a resolution introduced by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE]
and myself which touches the ques-
tion of the proposed strike or planned
strike of August 6, 1985, by the Major
League Baseball Players' Association if
they have not by that time reached a
collective-bargaining agreement with
the team owners.

It simply provides that it is the sense
of the House that the Major League
Baseball Players’ Association and team
owners have a responsibility to the
baseball fans of America to ensure
that the current season is not inter-
rupted and that all the parties, includ-
ing the Commissioner of Baseball,
should do everything in their power to
avoid a strike by players.

Mr. Speaker, I urge its passage.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution intro-
duced by my good friend BiLr CHAP-
PELL, the Democratic baseball coach,
and myself.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution urges
those individuals negotiating a con-
tract for major league baseball players
and league owners to come to a speedy
settlement on the differences facing
them. A prompt resolution of the
problems will avoid a baseball strike—
which no one, I think, wants to see.

Baseball is America’s pasttime. It is
America’s sport. The fans in this coun-
try have great pride in their State's or
community’s baseball teams, and they
do not want to see a strike. A baseball
team produces millions of dollars in
revenue to local communities. They
provide jobs to small businesses and,
as I said, are a great source of pride to
their host cities.

The Major League Baseball Players’
Association has voted to strike on
August 6—less than 1 week from now—
unless they reach a new collective-bar-
gaining agreement with team owners.
We do not want to see this happen. It
would result in the cancellation of
games; a prolonged strike could post-
pone the World Series—and since at
least some of those seven games will
hopefully be played in Boston this
year, where it can snow very early, I
certainly don't want to see a World
Series being played on Thanksgiving.

Thus, I would urge my colleagues to
support this resolution, and send a
message to the baseball players, man-
agement, and league owners that the
Congress urges a speedy settlement to
the differences separating them. The
resolution doesn’t take sides; it merely
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urges everyone involved to recognize
their responsibility to the baseball
fans of America and the host cities of
America’'s major league baseball
teams. We don't want a strike. We
want the problems resolved as soon as
possible, fairly, for all sides.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
ON BANKING, FINANCE AND
URBAN AFFAIRS TO FILE SUP-
PLEMENTAL REPORT TO AC-
COMPANY HOUSE REPORT 99-
230 ACCOMPANYING HR. 1,
HOUSING ACT OF 1985

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs may be permitted to file a sup-
plemental report to accompany House
Report 99-230, the report to accompa-
ny H.R. 1, the Housing Act of 1985.

The committee inadvertently ex-
cluded the explanation of title V of
H.R. 1 from the committee report that
was filed on July 26, 1985. This supple-
mental report would represent the
committee’s explanation of title V of
the committee reported bill, H.R. 1.

Mr. Speaker, I have checked with
the minority, and they are in agree-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

0 1600

MAEKING IN ORDER ON THIS
LEGISLATIVE DAY CONSIDER-
ATION OF SENATE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 32, FIRST
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET—FISCAL YEAR
1986

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that if the Com-
mittee on Rules reports a special order
providing for the consideration of the
conference report and any amendment
in disagreement on Senate Concurrent
Resolution 32, it shall be in order to
consider the same on this legislative
day notwithstanding the provisions of
clause 4(b) of rule XI.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 3008, FEDERAL
EQUITABLE PAY PRACTICES
ACT OF 1985

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 241 and ask for
its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 241

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may,
pursuant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, de-
clare the House resolved into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
3008) to promote equitable pay practices
and to eliminate discrimination within the
Federal civil service, and the first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against the consideration of the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2(1%6) of rule XI and section 402(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived, and
all points of order against the bill for failure
to comply with the provisions of clause 5(a)
of rule XXI are hereby waived. After gener-
al debate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed one hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule, and
each section shall be considered as having
been read. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Lotr]l, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 241
is an open rule providing for consider-
aton of H.R. 3008, the Federal Equita-
ble Pay Practices Act of 1985. The rule
provides for 1 hour of general debate
to be divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service. The rule fur-
ther provides that the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the
5-minute rule and that each section of
the legislation shall be considered as
having been read.

All points of order against consideration
of the legislation for failure to comply with
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI, that is the 3-day
layover rule for committee reports, are
waived. Although the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee ordered the bill reported
on July 24, 1985, the report was not actually
filed until July 29th. Since the printed copy
of the report has not been available to
Members for the required 3 days, a waiver
of clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI is necessary.

All points of order against consideration
of the bill for failing to comply with secton
402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act are
also waived. Section 402(a) provides that it
shall not be in order to consider any bill
which authorizes the enactment of new
budget authority for a fiscal year unless
that bill has been reported on or before
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May 15 preceding the beginning of such
fiscal year.

H.R. 3008 indirectly authorizes the enact-
ment of new budget authority. Since the bill
will become effective upon enactment, that
is in fiscal year 1985, and since it was not re-
ported on or before May 15, 1984, a waiver
of section 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act is needed.

Mr. Speaker, the rule also waives clause
5(a) of rule XXI against consideration of
the bill. Clause 5(a) of rule XXI prohibits
appropriations in a legislative bill.

Section 9 of H.R. 3008 provides that funds
appropriated to the Office of Personnel
Management for general operating expenses
be made available to carry out this act. This
provision allows previously appropriated
funds to be used for new activities and thus,
constitutes an appropriation. Since H.R.
3008 is not an appropriations measure, a
waiver of clause 5(a) of rule XXI is needed.

Finally, the rule provides for one motion
to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3008 established an 11
member “Commission on Equitable Pay
Practices”. The commission will be responsi-
ble for hiring a consultant and overseeing
its study of the Federal pay and classifica-
tion systems. The study, which will last no
longer than 18 months, will determine if
and to what extent, a Federal employee's
classification and wages are affected by sex,
race and ethnicity. After the study is com-
pleted, the commission will present its find-
ings, conclusions and recommendations re-
garding administrative and legislative reme-
dies to the President and Congress.

Mr. Speaker, over the past 20 years, Con-
gress has taken great strides to ensure that
all of our citizens have equal rights under
the law. The Education Amendments of
1972; the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; the
Age Discrimination Act of 1975 and the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 are all measures
which Congress enacted to ensure that no
citizen be denied rights because of race, eth-
nicity or sex.

We have accomplished a great deal in this
body and the other body but when a women
earns 62.8 cents for every dollar that a man
earns, it is clear that inequality still exists.
MTr. Speaker, this injustice must be eradicat-
ed in order that this country realize equali-
ty. H.R. 3008 will bring us one step closer to
our realization.

I urge that we adopt the rule so that the
House can proceed to consideration of this
important measure.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, why would anyone
want to oppose a simple little 1-hour,
open rule providing for the consider-
ation of an innocuous sounding bill
called the Federal Equitable Pay Prac-
tices Act? Surely we are all for open
rules and equitable pay practices.

But in this case there’s more in-
volved than meets the eye. If there
weren’t, the proponents of this legisla-
tion wouldn’'t mind if the House fol-
lowed its normal rules and took the
time to at least read the report on this
bill. But no, this rule waives the 3-day
report availability requirement mean-
ing that many Members will have no
idea what’s in the bill or what they are
voting on. Ignorance may be bliss for
some, but when it comes to legislative,
it’s inexcusable.
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Why then is there such a big rush to
pass this bill prior to the August
recess? Is this a necessary authoriza-
tion that must be enacted before the
new fiscal year? No. And yet, many
other must authorization bills contin-
ue to languish in our Rules Committee
while we merrily put the appropria-
tions cart before the authorization
horse. And now, to add insult to
injury, we inject a $2 million study
commission bill.

Is this a special emergency situation
that cries out for an immediate Feder-
al response? No. This isn't a disaster
relief bill. It's a big buck consultant
relief bill that will take anywhere
from 18 months to 2 years to com-
plete. There's no rush to start this
compared to our more urgent budget-
ary situation and our must authoriza-
tion bills. The fact is, 1 heard nothing
during our Rules Committee hearing
on this to even hint that this involved
an emergency situation that might
justify waiving our 3-day rule. This is
not something we should do lightly if
we value our brains.

So what's the rush? One witness, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Bunton], pointed out that there is a
court decision expected in August in
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
that will have an important bearing on
this issue. Could it be that the propo-
nents fear that decision could under-
mine this legislation? At the very
least, couldn't our action on this wait
until September when we can make a
more informed judgment on the basis
of that decision? What’s the rush?

But then I began to take a closer
look at this {ine-sounding bill, and it
slowly dawned on me why someone
would want to rush this through. On
the one hand we are told this is going
to be a bipartisan, balanced, and objec-
tive Commission. But, when you look
at this bill you find the deck is
stacked: 4 employee organization rep-
resentatives of labor, women, and mi-
norities, plus 2 democratic appointees;
that’'s 6 of the 11 members, a clear
quorum and voting majority.

We are told that it is important that
no member appointed to the Commis-
sion is currently employed by the Gov-
ernment either as a careerist or politi-
cal appointee, “in order to promote ob-
jectivity and to allow the Commission
to function independently of any
policy or program of any administra-
tion.” And yet the bill turns around
and places on the Commission the
“highest elected officials of the two
largest Federal employee unions,” and
one representative each from Federal
women's and minority employee orga-
nizations. Is it expected that these
Commissioners will promote objectivi
ty or will not promote the policies and
programs of the organizations they
represent and are paid by?

We are told that this bill only au-
thorizes a little study by a consultant
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to be hired by the Commission. And
yet the bill turns around and gives the
Commission authority to determine
which differentials in the study are
discriminatory and to recommend any
administrative as well as legislative ac-
tions. We are giving the Commission
quasi-judicial authority to both deter-
mine which differentials are discrimi-
natory and how they may be remedied
by administrative action. This comes
close to the kind of authority which
currently resides in the EEOC and
Civil Rights Commission. So it's more
than just a little study.

We were told, however, by the chief
sponsor of this bill in her testimony
before the Rules Committee, that this
neither establishes a mnational pay
policy, nor prescribes any specific remn-
edies; it only “reaffirms the prineiple:
outlined in our civil rights laws which
prohibit discrimination’ in setting pay
for Federal workers. And yet, the bill
in section 6 only says that it “‘shall not
be construed to limit any of the rights
or remedies” provided under the Civil
Rights Act and other antidiscrimina-
tion laws. It says nothing about not
expanding those rights and remedies.
And that’s because this new theory of
comparable worth would do just that—
establish new rights and remedies.

1 would think we would give serious
and second thoughts to a study which
could be used in a court of law to
prove that a certain pay system or job
classification system is inherently dis-
criminatory because a certain sex,
ethnie group, or minority group is dis-
proportionately represented. And yet
that prospect is not farfetched. That's
what the Washington case was about
as I understand it.

Mr. Speaker, we made a simple little
atiempt in the Rules Committee to
bring Congress and the judicial branch
under existing law—title VII of the
Civil Rights Act which prohibits ev-
eryone else from discriminating. The
amendment was proposed by the gen-
tlelady from Illinois [Mrs. MARTIN].
And yet it was turned back on a party-
line yvote. How is it that we are so
ready to tell the rest of government
that it might have discriminatory job
or pay systems under a new compara-
ble worth theory, when we aren't yet
willing to bring ourselves under exist-
ing civil rights laws? When you can
justify that one for me I'll vote for
this rule. In the meantime, I won't.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr,
TAYLOR], a member of the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee.

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolulion 241
is the rule under which the House is
being asked to consider one of the
most controversial issues I have scen
in my 13 years of membership here in
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this body, whether we will have a com-
parable worth study of Tederal civil
service jobs.

I join my colleague, the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. LoTTt], in urging
the defeat of this rule.

Mr. Speaker, this rule waives one of
the primary rules of the House, the
rule requiring reported hills and com
mittee reports to be available for 2
days before the hill can be called to
the floor for consideration.

This rule should be rejected because
it is unfair to the Members of this
House. This rule attempts to short cir-
cuit. the legislative process. This rule
tosses aside the rules of the House, in
order to make il possible to ramrod
the bill through the House as quickly
as possible, without adequate time to
fully explore and resolve the issues
presented in this legislation

This rule asks the House to rush to
judgment, 1 day before we are sched-
uled to adjourn for our district work
period, on a very controversial and a
very complex hill, the so-called Feder-
al equitable pay practices legislation,

Mr. Speaker, the committee report
has not been available for the required
3 days. It has only been available since
about 1 p.un. today. That is simply not
enough time. It is simply not fair to
the Members of the House to force
hasty consideration on this bill.

The Members of the House deserve
an opportunity to examine the legisla
tion, to read the committee report, to
prepare questions for debate and to
prepare amendments.

This rule does not give them enough
time to do that, so from that stand-
point it is procedurally unfair.

Mr. Speaker, if the Members are
upset because the Rules Comnitiee
granted ihis waiver, they should also
be concerned about the speed with
which this legislation was handled in
the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service. It may not be a new leg-
islative record, but it sure was quick.

The bill was introduced on July 16,
and here we are today on the floor of
the House 2 weeks later. During the
time I have been privileged to serve as
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, I cannot recall our acting that
fast on any other piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the issues involved in
this legislation are highly controver-
sial, and because we are on the verge
of taking them up with such haste
there is a genuine coneern that the
House will be acting in a rash or care-
less manner.

My good friend and colleague, the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. Oakarl],
is quite sincere in her belief that this
study of pay differentials called for in
the bill is merely an effort to deter-
mine whether we have discrimination
based upon sex or upon race or in
regard to the setting of pay rates
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Mr. Speaker, I applaud the gentle-
woman from Ohio for her determina-
tion and I have no reservations about
her intentions. When one looks at the
criteria contained in the bill, however,
one sees that it is based on the notion
that Federal civil service jobs have a
measurable, economic worth which
can be determined logically and com-
pared objectively to other and differ-
ent jobs.

This is an ill-conceived notion, be-
cause Federal civil service jobs do not
have a measurable, economic worth,
and they cannot be compared objec-
tively to each other. The study is,
therefore, dedicated to doing some-
thing which in my judgment, is impos-
sible.

Mr. Speaker, the theory that under-
lies this bill is often referred to as the
comparable worth theory, which holds
that jobs have intrinsic, measurable
values, and dictates that salaries be
based on those determined values.
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One of the most controversial as-
pects of the bill is that it embraces the
proposition that differences in income
between men and women and the con-
centration of women in certain occu-
pations are proof of discrimination.

Mr. Speaker, equal opportunity is
the law of this land, and one that we
all embrace. Equal pay for equal work
is the law. But comparable worth is
not the law, at least not yet.

Mr. Speaker, I might add that every
agency of the Federal Government
has an equal opportunity division
within it to see to it that the laws of
our land are obeyed, to see to it that
we do not have discrimination in pay
rates based upon sex or race. I think it
works quite well. The avenues for re-
dress of grievances are open to all Fed-
eral employees and welcome and
should be.

But this bill does not address those
issues of equal opportunity.

Since the bill appears to define dis-
crimination on the basis of the com-
parative value of different jobs, it does
present a significant departure from
the clear standard of the Equal Pay
Act. I do not see how we can have
equal pay for equal work, which is the
law, and also have equal pay for un-
equal work.

Because the bill calls for a commis-
sion to determine the existence of dis-
crimination on the basis of the com-
parative value of different jobs, the
bill gives rise to substantial concern,
not only in the civil service, but also in
the private sector.

Mr. Speaker, these are unchartered
waters. This is a whole new area. The
whole area is a prescription for confu-
sion, confrontation, dissension, and
litigation, and probably a great deal of
indigestion. Since there are a great
number of amendments that have al-
ready been placed in the REcorp, I do
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not think it is time at this late hour,
as we prepare to adjourn, to consider
this controversial piece of legislation,
and I would urge the defeat of this
rule and yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER].

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the rule and
to H.R. 3008 as reported by the House
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 3008 has been cloaked as a
mere study. However, as drafted, H.R.
3008 would radically change existing
antidiscrimination laws by sanctioning
a commission to conduct a study
which recognizes a presumption of dis-
crimination when job evaluations
cannot explain every detail in the
wage gap.

As reported, H.R. 3008 would:

First, trigger expensive litigation if
wage adjustments were not made pur-
suant to this study. The State of
Washington, for instance, may be
liable for hundreds of millions of dol-
lars as a result of its comparable
worth study;

Second, set a dangerous precedent
for private sector employers; and

Third, provide a congressional en-
dorsement of the fundamentally
flawed concept of comparable worth.

Although H.R. 3008 defines job eval-
uation techniques as objective, job
evaluations are inherently subjective.
For example, comparable worth job
evaluators rated a nurse to be worth
150 points in Wisconsin; 124 points in
Iowa; 79 points in Minnesota and 108
points in Washington.

It's interesting to note that unions
are some of the strongest supporters
of comparable worth to end the wage
gap. These unions are the same enti-
ties who negotiated the current con-
tracts which they now claim are low.
These are the same unions that nego-
tiated the various contracts in indus-
tries dominated by male workers that
have high wages. These are the same
unions that have kept and still keep
women from apprenticeship in various
trades and industries. They come to
this issue with unclean hands.

Apart from the economic issues, the
legal precedent H.R. 3008 would estab-
lish is far-reaching. With the excep-
tion of AFSCME versus State of
Washington which is on appeal, the
courts have unanimously refused to
accept job evaluation studies. In Amer-
ican Nurses Association v. Illinois, 606
F. Supp. 1313 Judge Kocoras stated
‘‘because jobs do not have an intrinsic
value that can be scientifically meas-
ured, the limitations inherent in job
evaluation techniques prohibit the
proposed extension of title VII. This
conclusion would be significantly
weakened.
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I urge my colleagues to vote “no” on
H.R. 3008 and I insert in the RECORD a
document entitled “a legal analysis of
H.R. 3008" and a letter to the editor.

A Lecar ANaLysis oF H.R. 3008 as Reported

On July 24, H.R. 3008 was reported out of
the House Post Office and Civil Service
Committee with a committee amendment.

The amendment changes language in the
bill regarding a presumption that discrimi-
nation is the cause of otherwise unexplained
wage differentials in the Federal workforce
between predominantly men's and women's
Jjobs or jobs disproportionately represented
in terms of race or ethnicity (defined as
being of Hispanic origin). Instead of assert-
ing that discrimination is the cause of the
wage differentials left unexplained by job-
content economic analyses, the amendment
states that discrimination may be the cause,
and assigns this determination of casualty
E a commission that H.R. 3008 would estab-

h.

The claim is made that the committee
amendment renders an exceedingly bad bill
relatively innocuous and, therefore, sup-
portable by opponents of comparable worth.
The argument behind this claim is that the
amendment removes from the bill the con-
clusion that, as a matter of law, any unex-
plained wage differentials arrived at by the
studies mandated by the bill are the result
of discrimination. The Myers amendment,
the argument goes, at least raises the possi-
bility that the commission may decide that
discrimination does not account for these
unexplained wage differentials or that it
only explains a portion of them.

The amendment does not ameliorate any
of the problems that we previously objected
to in this bill, however. To begin with, it
makes no sense to delegate to a politicized
commission the responsibility to determine
what, if any, portion of the unexplained
wage differentials is attributable to discrimi-
nation, particularly in view of the composi-
tion of the commission as structured under
H.R. 3008, which favors proponents of com-
parable worth.

Second, the amendment preserves the ear-
lier expectation that the methods the bill
specifies for identifying discrimination, job-
content and economic analyses, can in fact
do so with any precision. It would be a com-
plete misuse of these methods to identify
discrimination with the wage differentials,
or any part of them, which these methods
leave unexplained. Job evaluation is inher-
ently subjective. The results of this analysis
will not be bias free, but will instead reflect
the opinions of the commission and the con-
sultants chosen to execute the study.

Moreover, economic analysis is not a pre-
cise science. It can arrive at varied results
through different methodologies, the choice
of different variables, or the omission of
other variables, some of which are simply
not measurable. If variables are chosen for
study that do not explain pay differentials
as fully as variables that were not used,
then the unexplained differential—a differ-
ential likely to be labelled a result of dis-
crimination—will be greater. There are le-
gitimate differences of opinion among re-
searchers regarding the importance of dif-
ferent variables, and analysts arrive at ex-
tremely different conclusions with respect
to the portion of wage differentials which
cannot be explained.

Finally, it must be pointed out that the
Committee amendment does not change the
irrebuttable presumption of discrimination
under H.R. 3008. Once the commission has
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concluded that differentials are the result
of discrimination, its determination must be
accepted as final, and the government would
be unable thereafter to rebut charges of dis-
crimination by plaintiffs seeking implemen-
tation of the comparable worth study re-
sults. Such a presumption well may be ex-
tended to private employers that are con-
tractors for the government through the
auspices of the Office of Federal Contract
Compliance.

The more far-reaching effect of H.R. 3008
on private sector cases is not addressed by
the committee amendment. With the excep-
tion of the district court judge in AFSCME
v. State of Washington, 578 F. Supp. 846 (D
Wash. 1983), currently on appeal, courts
have refused unanimously to accept job
evaluation studies as evidence of discrimina-
tion in Title VII cases. With the passage of
H.R. 3008, a bill that explicitly claims to
carry out the intent of Title VII, it will be
difficult for defendants in Title VII cases to
rebut charges of discrimination based on job
evaluation studies. The conclusion of Judge
Kocoras in American Nurses’ Association v.
State of Illinois, 608 F. Supp. 1313 (N.D. IIL
1985), that “[blecause jobs do not have an
intrinsic value that can be scientifically
measured, the limitations inherent in job
evaluation techniques prohibit the proposed
extension of Title VII" would be weakened
significantly. Future plaintiffs filing Title
V11 suits against private employers would be
able to make a strong argument that the re-
sults of job evaluation studies can suffice to
prove discrimination on the basis of race,
sex or ethnicity.

[From The Sounder, July 25, 1985)]
COMPARABLE WORTH RAPPED

To THE Sounper: The July 18th issue of
The Sounder had a letter from a Madison
special interest group praising the legisla-
ture and Gov. Earl for the budget passed
and comparable worth.

Praise should go to those legislators that
represent this area that voted no on the
budget which included comparable worth.

An 18 per cent increase is a slap in the
face to the residents of this state. The big
spenders should be told where the door is.

Comparable worth is the most ridiculous
idea to be jammed down our throats since
raising the sales tax 1 per cent to relieve
property taxes and then not applying it to
property tax relief.

Comparable worth should not be called
pay equity, but what it really is: equal pay
for unequal work. This is an experiment
that Wisconsin taxpayers are going to pay a
lot of money for. The money will be mostly
spent administering & program that directly
conflicts with free enterprise and the law of
supply and demand. Actually, it is perfect
for creating a larger governmental bureauc-
racy.

The letter in The Sounder referred to
business supporting pay equity. Sure busi-
ness supports pay equity under a different
definition. I would interpret and I'm sure
the survey respondents did also assume pay
based on equal would mean pay based on
equal pay for equal work. Comparable
worth tries to compare on a subjective basis
one job with another job—and has little or
no business support anywhere in the free
world.

When are the people of the State of Wis-
consin going to wake up and get rid of the
element here that comes up with experi-
ments like comparable worth? Are we that
financially sound in this state to undertake
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such a project? I hardly think so and our
governor should know that too!
Sincerely,
James H. HEINZELMAN,
3526 W. Fredonia-Kohler Rd.,
Fredonia, WI 53021.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MYERS].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my friend from Mississippi
for yielding this 5 minutes. I take this
time in the rule to speak for the rule
and for the bill because I have been
told that even though I am the rank-
ing Republican member of the sub-
committee that reported this bill that
I shall not control the time today. So I
take this time today on this rule to say
I support the rule and I support the
bill.

For my support I have received some
criticism from some in this body and
from some throughout the country be-
cause I am a conservative. I am not
supposed to be for new ideas, I guess,
or fairness. And I am sorry about some
of the statements that have been

made and will be made, and probably

some of the distortions that may be
made about what is in this bill.

I commend our chairman, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OaAxkarl. I
have found her to be most cooperative
on some of the differences we have
had on my side, the Republican side,
where there were many serious dis-
agreements. I had some disagreements
with H.R. 27, but our chair was most
cooperative. Not completely, this is
not exactly the bill that I would like
to see. There are still some questions
about this bill, and there may be some
amendments that I may support that
come along. But in the whole, in the
main, I do support the thrust of this
bill.

I thank our chair for being coopera-
tive to even changing the bill number
by reintroducing the bill to satisfy the
wishes and the questions that the mi-
nority raised, the Republicans on the
committee. She changed the composi-
tion of the committee to make it more
bipartisan, more equitable in the com-
mission because there were serious
questions, rightfully so, about the
composition, being slanted. It may be
slanted one way or the other right
now. But at least it is much more fair
than it was originally.

The authority in section 7 is where I
had the most disagreement which does
spell out the job to be done by the
commission, and by the consultant
that will be hired by the commission.
There was a presumption of guilt that
was written into H.R. 27, and original-
ly into H.R. 3008, the bill we have
here. But the chair and the majority,
even though they had the votes to
push their bill if they wanted to, they
did cooperate in softening the lan-
gauge. This is language that was
changed in the full committee. It is on
page 12 of the bill and it is lined out.
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It says:

Any portion of a differential identified
under paragraph (1) which cannot be ac-
counted for by the application of job con-
tent and economic analysis is inconsistent
with the general policy expressed in section
2(a) that sex, race, and ethnicity should not
be among the factors considered in deter-
mining any rate of pay.

This, in the judgment of some of us,
would trigger and would cause reason
for some unnecessary lawsuits. That
was changed and that language was
struck and a softer approach was
taken, through the insistence of some
of us in the minority. It is not com-
pletely satisfactory in the entire sec-
tion, and there are some questions in
my mind. But some of these things
will come up on debate, I am sure, and
we will clarify what the intent is here.

But no one can disagree that we
have not already, through our hear-
ings and through the mail we have re-
ceived, we know that there are report-
ed some irregularities, some statistical
differences in pay between men and
women employed by the Federal Gov-
ernment. We do not know why this is
so, and that is the purpose of this
study.
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But those who say we give extra ju-
dicial authority to the commission or
the consultant, that is not in today’'s
bill. I do not think they have read the
bill we have today. There is a pay gap,
we all recognize this.

As a parent of two children who
happen to have been born female,
through no fault of theirs or mine, I
guess, that I know about, I think they
should be paid just as much for the
same work as if they had been born
male. Now I cannot say that my chil-
dren or yours or you wife or your
sister or your aunt, mother, grand-
mother should be paid less because
they were born female and are willing
to work for less. This is a study to see
if that really occurs in the Federal
Government. It does not touch any-
body outside the Federal Government.
I do not understand the fear that
some people have.

But nevertheless, this is just a study.

The cost, some will object to, there
is going to be no cost to the Federal
Government as far as forcing a pay in-
crease that we know of unless they are
already paying Federal employees who
happen to be females less.

It is going to cost something for the
study, but I think it is a fair one and I
support it.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to sup-
port the rule but I especially want to
thank the ranking minority member
of the subcommittee, Mr. MYERS of In-
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diana, for the magnificent cooperation
he has given me. I want to say that we
have had hearings for 4 years on the
spirit of the bill, which was begun by
Congresswomen ScCHROEDER, Ms. Fer-
raro, and myself as three subcommit-
tee chairs. In this year alone we had
more than 55 witnesses, both pro and
con. We were very happy to accommo-
date the minority in letting the indi-
viduals they wished to testify.

It has been an absolute pleasure to
work with the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee. It is
true that one of the reasons I reintro-
duced the bill with 102 cosponsors on
both sides of the aisle is because I
wanted to show that the issues that
some of the witnesses brought up were
considered. We could accommodate
those things. Last year our bill which
passed the House approved 413 to 6 in
the last session, we had the study
based on job content alone. This is the
type of study that is being used all
over the country—and there are some
45 of them.

They only require really job content.
GAO and the gentleman from Indiana
and a number of individuals who testi-
fied said: “Well, what about the mar-
ketplace?” In evaluating, we felt that
that was fair. We do not say in any
way, shape or form that this disparity
between a man's wage and a woman'’s
wage is necessarily discrimination.

What we are saying is, do a study
and evaluate the job content and look
at the market factors. We added the
market factor issue in, in the spirit of
cooperation with the gentleman from
Indiana and some of his witnesses be-
cause we were attempting to be totally
objective about this.

The gentleman from Indiana point-
ed out that he thought the composi-
tion of the commission ought to be
more bipartisan. We did add that. In
all honesty, I have questions about
who the President might appoint or
who OPM might appoint. But we
added that section and it is much more
in line with what the Senate is doing.
What Senator Evans, a very fine Re-
publican, and Senator CRANSTON intro-
duced—a similar bill.

The other question that came up
time and time again was the question
of race, minorities and Hispanics? It
seemed as if the classification system
did in fact have minorities, as well as
women, at the bottom of the barrel.
We added race and ethnicity to take
care of them.

But the gentleman is absolutely cor-
rect when he says that we have really
tried to accommodate the spirit of a
bipartisan bill. I for one want to ap-
plaud the gentleman from Indiana for
all of his work. He was at every single
hearing. He was the first minority
member I have seen while I have
chaired a committee who has always
been at every meeting. He is also on a
very important committee, the Com-
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mittee on Appropriations. Yet he
always took the time to be there to
hear all of the witnesses, pro and con.

So I simply want to say that I know
how difficult it is when you are in a
situation where many people, who are
often supporters of yours, are really
trying to get you to be motivated to
change your mind. We all undergo
those pressures. That is nothing new,
that is part of the American way. I
know the gentleman from Indiana has
really gotten it from all sides. I appre-
ciate that. I want him to know publie-
ly how deeply moved I am by the fact
that he would take the floor during
the rule, since he apparently cannot
get time as the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, in the
general debate which is somewhat un-
usual. I would be delighted to give the
gentleman time from my side if he
wants it. I want to thank him for all
his work irrespective of how he votes.
He has been a gentleman, he has been
an absolute man in terms of being the
ranking member of that committee
and I look forward to working with
him closely in the future. I want to
thank the gentleman very much.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. For a re-
sponse, would the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. OAKAR. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. MYERS].

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. We have
certain buzz words that have been
used frequently on this bill. “Compa-
rable worth” has been used to describe
this bill. Again because some of us ob-
jected to the way comparable worth,
how do you relate one job to another
and say they are comparable when
they are entirely different? But the
chair took that out and we thank you
for it.

Ms. OAKAR. As the gentleman
knows, that is one of the problems
with the Civil Rights Commission’s
definition. The Commission claimed
comparable worth was the disparity
between the man’s wage and the
woman's wage. Nobody is, not even the
most ardent advocate of pay equity,
agrees with that definition. We do not
agree with that definition. So what we
do is we take all of the language relat-
ed to comparable worth because we
have not examined the classification
system of Federal employees, that is
the GS-1 through GS-18 system, since
1923. What we are asking for is a
study on how we classify our Federal
employees, no more, no less. Compara-
ble worth, that language is not in the
bill.

I appreciate the gentleman’s raising
that because people want to use that
code word and I frankly reject the def-
inition of the Civil Rights Commission
myself. So I thank the gentleman.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from I1li-
nois [Mrs. MARTIN].
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Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, first of all, my thanks to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana for his kind
words in his speech. I come here in a
rather odd situation; I do not oppose
the concept or idea of reexamining a
system, because for many reasons the
Congress to some degree is in a man-
agement position and ean dictate and
direct and should direct looking at
how people, regardless of color or sex
or age are paid; Congress must make
sure that those classifications reflect
not only a market, but reflect the
spirit of fairness and equity that Con-
gress should want as an example to
the people.

There have been a few mistakes
made in speeches when we suggest
that the Congress, who has passed
other laws that now wishes to take
this additional step is somehow incred-
ibly virtuous for doing so.

The reason that Congress cannot
claim unsullied purity is because the
Congress had not got itself under the
same scrutiny that it has imposed on
others. ;

I am here because I find it offensive
to not be able to amend this bill so
that the Congress of the United States
would not have to be examined; would
have to agree to civil rights for its em-
ployees.

This afternoon, many of us voted in
favor of a stance speaking about 16
million people in South Africa who are
held under a dreadful system called
apartheid.

Many of us now are going to support
examining the Federal pay system on
the Executive level. But when it comes
time to look at ourselves, it is amazing
how guickly we run away.

The gentleman from Louisiana men-
tioned; I was there last year, and the
year before. We are all, when we look
at any bill, looking at a kind of Ror-
schach test, and we bring to it our own
experience.

One of the reasons to have a broad
representation in the Congress of the
United States is to get that broad
range of experience. Just as no white
Member can become black, just as no
Anglo Member can say they under-
stand totally the Hispanic, can any of
the gentlemen here understand what
it is like to hear again and again that
there is no discrimination against
women in the overwhelmingly male
Congress of the United States. Then
because men say there is none, the
Congress can avoid the law of the
land.

I say to the gentleman Members of
this Congress on both sides of the
aisle, it is wrong to impose on others
rules that one does not first impose on
oneself, and to deny civil rights and to
deny our own employees what other
employees in business, State, local,
every other governmental unit have, is
wrong.
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Therefore 1 oppose this rule. Not be-
cause the bill is a bad bill; not because
we should not look at the Executive
government; but because it is time to
first look at ourselves, and it is time,
indeed, for Congress to decide that it,
too, should obey the law of the land.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. ROBINSON].

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, 1, too,
find myself in a very unusual situation
coming to the floor today, speaking in
favor of this rule, because I am nor-
mally one on my side that joins forces
with my good friend from Mississippi
and the gentlewoman from Illinois and
certainly my good friend from Missou-
ri

I want the membership to know that
I have another side to my personality.
I am a Democrat that believes in fair-
ness, one that believes in equity, and
one that believes in justice; and that is
what we are talking about today: we
are talking about justice.

I would like to address briefly a
couple of points that have been made.
One of the speakers said, “What's the
hurry? Why should we get in a hurry
to study inequities in our pay practices
on the Federal level?”

Well, there is a reason why we
should get in a hurry: The last time
we looked at this was 1923. I think 62
years is long enough without evaluat-
ing our pay and classification system;
62 years, and we have not examined
how we treat our employees on the
Federal level.

Also, it was mentioned that this was
going to cost too much. Well, let me
share with you what the real costs are
today; the real costs are the numerous
lawsuits that we are settling or losing
in our Federal courts because we have
not implemented a fair pay system.

Also, it has been said that if we have
a study something bad is going to
happen. I do not think anything bad is
going to happen. I have heard some of
my colleagues on the floor during spe-
cial orders talking about all the eco-
nomic theories and all of that, and I
listened to all of it, but my basic prob-
lem is one from conviction and one
from conscience: How can I go home
and look at my three daughters—I
have three daughters and three sons. I
know not only in my mind, I know in
my heart if they go to work for the
Federal Government; the one govern-
ment that is supposed to be setting the
example, that my three sons will have
an advantage over my three daugh-
ters, and that is not right.

I also would be remiss if I did not
stand and speak out for the many con-
stituents that I have in my district in
Arkansas that are not being treated
fairly.

In closing, I would just like to say
this: This is not a conservative issue;
this is not a liberal issue; this is a fair-
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ness issue, and I urge my colleagues,
please vote for the rule.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. I think the American
women and minorities would like to
know the names, specifically, of the
businesses that endorse what the
chamber is doing. Can you do that?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I
assume that is an implied threat, but
we will not worry about that.

Ms. OAKAR. No, it is not an implied
threat. Why don't you name the
names?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, sure,
I would be happy to. But I do not
know if you want me to go through
this whole litany, and I sure can’t do it
in 1 minute.

Ms. OAKAR. I think you should.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. OK. The
Amercian Hotel & Motel Association;
the American Iron & Steel Institute;
the American Legislative Exchange
Council; the American Paper Institute;
the American Retail Federation; the
American Society for Personnel Ad-
ministration.

Ms. OAKAR. No. I mean specific
businesses. Anybody can name corpo-
rate institutions.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Lennox
Industries; Caterpillar Tractor; Citi-
zens for America; Master Printers of
America.

Ms. OAEKAR. No, that is not what I
am talking about. Can you name a spe-
cific business, corporation—

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Did I not
just mention one? Are your listening?
I said Caterpillar Tractor. Did you not
hear me?

Ms. OAKAR. Oh, Caterpillar Trac-
tor. OK. You named one.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I
could name you a litany of them, but I
cannot do it in the time allotted to me.

Ms. OAKAR. I suggest you put that
in the REcorp, because my businesses
are telling me they did not take a
stand on this issue, and some are for
it. And they belong to the local cham-
ber. They are thinking about the na-
tional.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. OakaRr] has expired.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 3008, the
Federal Equitable Pay Practices Act of
1985. Let me say two things which, at
first blush, sound contradictory. First,
H.R. 3008 is the most important civil
rights legislation to come to the House
floor this session. Second, H.R. 3008 is
a rather modest bill, in that it merely
requires an independent study of
whether the pay gap between men and
women in the Federal Government is
due to discrimination.
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These two statements are really not
a contradiction. There is undoubtedly
a large wage gap between men and
women in the Federal Government.
Some of this gap is surely due to en-
tirely reasonable factors, such as
hours of work, seniority, educational
level, and the like. But some of this
gap cannot be explained by these fac-
tors. The study will determine if,
where, and how severe women'’s wages
are held down by illegal discrimina-
tion. Once we know the location and
extent of the disease, we can act delib-
erately to remove it.

H.R. 3008 deals with discrimination
against minorities, as well as discrimi-
nation against women. This is an im-
portant addition. It will help us locate
instances where wages of an occupa-
tion are held low because most of the
occupants are black or Hispanic.

For the second year in a row, Mem-
bers have the opportunity to cast their
votes for or against economic fairness
for women employed by the Federal
Government. Last year, 413 of us
voted to take the first step toward
eliminating discrimination. Unfortu-
nately, the other body balked. They
agreed, however, to have the General
Accounting Office develop the frame-
work for a pay equity study. On
March 1, 1985, GAO released its find-
ings. H.R. 3008 is directly based on
that GAO report. H.R. 3008 is, there-
fore, even sounder and more carefully
developed than the legislation we
passed last year. Indeed, the American
delegation to the U.N. Conference on
Women came back with a resolution
supporting pay equity. The President’s
own daughter led that delegation.
Who are we to say no to Maureen
Reagan?

H.R. 3008 says that the Federal Gov-
ernment will not tolerate discrimina-
tion in any form. It does not change
the basic law on discrimination; it
merely finds out whether that law is
being violated. H.R. 3008 is a natural
successor to the Equal Pay Act of 1963
and the Civil Rights Act of 1964—and
essential to tackle the subtle forms of
discrimination that have succeeded
the blatant discrimination of 20 years
AEO.

The Federal Government is the larg-
est single employer in the Nation. As
such, it should set an example for the
private sector. Yet, in attacking perva-
sive, subtle forms of discrimination,
the Federal Government is lagging far
behind the 35 States and numerous
towns and cities that have already
begun studies of their wage-setting
practices.

Yesterday, I received a new GAO
report entitled “Description of Select-
ed Nonfederal Job Evaluation Sys-
tems,"” which described how States and
private companies have dealt with the
issue of discrimination against women.
It shows how careful implementation
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of corrective action can cure the prob-
lem without causing economic damage
to the employer. The evidence should
lay to rest concerns of some that cor-
recting pay discrimination against
women will bankrupt the Government.
States such as Minnesota, and towns
like Colorado Springs, CO, have identi-
fied steps to correct discriminatory
pay practices without busting the
budget.

H.R. 3008 requires a study of Feder-
al classification and pay practices to
determine if any elements discrimi-
nate on the basis of sex, race, or eth-
nicity. It acknowledges that women
and minorities are clustered in the
lowest grades in the Federal Govern-
ment and asks why.

We took a first look at the wage gap
in our 1982 hearings on pay equity. In
joint hearings that Gerry Ferraro,
MARrRY Rosg Oaxar and I held, we
found that women are concentrated in
a few, low-paying occupational catego-
ries. The largest occupational category
in the Federal Government is secre-
tary; 99 percent of secretaries are
women and the average pay is $15,800.
The second largest is clerk-typist. It is
96 percent women and the average pay
is $11,600.

The General Accounting Office
[GAO] released a study on November
27, 1984, of occupational segregation
in the Federal Government and found
that women are concentrated in
grades T and below, while men are con-
centrated in grades 10 and above.
GAO reported that at grade GS-6,
women hold 75 percent of the jobs,
while men hold 25 percent. Employees
at grade 6 earn between $16,000 and
$20,000. At grade GS-13, women hold
only 12.4 percent of the jobs, while
men fill 87.6 percent of the positions.
Employees in grade 13 earn between
$36,000 and $47,000.

Is this because the Federal Govern-
ment intentionally discriminates
against women? No. Rather, it’s be-
cause the Federal Government sets its
wages based on what the private
sector does. Private sector wages show
the effects of years of sex based dis-
crimination. Remember, 25 years ago
it was perfectly legal to advertise for
male-only or female-only, or white-
only jobs, and to pay the female-only
and black-only jobs considerable less
than would be paid to the white-male
jobs. The civil rights legislation of the
early 1960°’s made that type of discrim-
ination illegal, but the pay systems in
place now carry the baggage of those
earlier years.

Is the market going to take care of
this? It hasn’'t so far. In fact, the pay
gap between men and women has in-
creased in the past 20 years. This is be-
cause the number of women entering
the labor force has burgeoned during
this period.

Should the Office of Personnel Man-
agement do this study? OPM did what
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it claimed was a pay equity study. In a
letter to me yesterday, however, the
GAO said, “in our opinion, the OPM
draft report does not achieve the ob-
jectives of a pay equity study.” We
need an outside study, free of partisan
politics. We need a study beyond re-
proach, done by an independent con-
sultant under the guidance of a blue
ribbon panel. And, that is what H.R.
3008 contains.

Is the pay gap between men and
women due to different levels of expe-
rience, education, and hours of work?
Some, but not all. The National Acade-
my of Sciences concluded that these
factors explained only a part of the
pay differential. No study has shown
that these factors explain more than
half the wage differential. Does dis-
crimination explain the other half?
We don’'t know. That’s why we need
H.R. 3008.

The bill does not prejudge the gues-
tion of how much of the existing wage
gap is due to discrimination. A study
may determine that much of the gap
is caused by other factors. But it's a
little like having chest pains. You
should find out if it’s indigestion or a
heart attack.

Some of our colleagues have become
pamphleteers against this legislation.
One missive states “comparable worth,
in the short run, would bring about a
decline in productivity * * * in the
long run, * * * certain economic stag-
nation.” Certainly, Robert Isaacs, the
mayor of Colorado Springs, CO,
doesn’t buy this. Over the past 5 years,
Colorado Springs has implemented a
plan to eliminate sex-based wage dis-
crimination for its city employees. As
Mayor Isaacs put it:

‘We did something fair and just, and in
return we got ourselves great employee
morale, lower turnover, and higher produc-
tivity. Isn't that what the private sector’s
always looking for?

The pamphleteers say that under
comparable worth “pay scales would
be subject to the whims of wage
boards, instructed to ignore market
factors * * *.” This statement betrays
ignorance of the Federal pay system.
Federal employees wages are already
set administratively. Right now, today,
an administrative wage board, known
as OPM, compares the worth of elec-
tricians and nurses, plumbers, and
teachers. H.R. 3008 aims at finding out
whether illegal discrimination enters
into these wage determinations. More-
over, Federal wages are capped by leg-
islation—many Federal employees
think wages now are set or frozen at
whim. Federal employees, especially
senior managers and engineers are
now paid under a wage system that ig-
nores market factors, since the Gov-
ernment simply can't compete with
IBM. It's been reported that back in
1964, Robert McNamara took a pay
cut of $575,000 to come to work for the
Federal Government. His wage, and
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those of his successors, have been set
in ignorance of market factors.

Another pamphlet says “A compara-
ble worth study * * * could * * * [lead
to]l] implementing this disastrous
system of wage setting within the Fed-
eral Government, and eventually ex-
tending this practice to private busi-
nesses. This is exactly what has hap-
pened in Washington State * * *.” My,
my. I did not know that Washington
State private firms had their wages set
by the State government. I sit on the
Armed Services Committee and I
haven't heard any complaints from
Boeing about Washington State trying
to adjust Boeing's pay scales.

The facts are that H.R. 3008 is only
a study of the Federal Government
and its employees. The bill does not
make a pay policy for the Federal
Government. It does not automatically
increase anyone’s wages. It does not
give Congress, or anyone else, the
power to set wages for private sector
employees. Yet, by identifying wage
discrimination, it serves as the most
important civil rights legislation to
come before this House. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. As I un-
derstand it, the gentlewoman indicat-
ed there has not been a study on this
issue in the past.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. There has not
been a study on the Federal classifica-
tion system since 1923.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Well, I
have before me a list of studies, 22
studies of Federal pay and classifica-
tion, since 1949. Twenty-two.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. We are talking
about looking for discrimination. The
issue is, as you understand, the bill
that took discrimination out was in
1964, which was clearly after 1923.
Pre-1964 you could advertise jobs as
women's jobs, as black jobs, and you
could not afterward.

But I think what we want to make
perfectly clear is, yes, indeed, there
have been those kinds of studies. But
the law changed drastically in 1964.

What the Washington case and what
other cases have been about is going
back to look at the classification
system to find if the pre-1964 jobs that
were advertised as black or Hispanic or
white or women have got discrimina-
tion cranked into the classification
system along with the other things.
That is all the study is looking at.
That is what is going on in cities, that
is what is going on in States, that is
what we would like to see go on in the
Federal Government, because we are
now 22 years behind complying with
the 1964 law.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Will the
gentlewoman yield?
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. Well, I yielded
to the gentleman, and you cannot tell
me of a Federal study to come forward
to show that we are complying with
the 1964 law.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Well, I
have one right here that was done in
1984, “Equal Worth, <CTomparable
Worth and Market Worth, a Federal
Job Study of the Federal Govern-
ment’s Pay Classification and Qualifi-
cation System for Employment” by
the U.S. Office of Personnel Manage-
ment. It is right here. Would you like
to see a copy of it?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Yes, but in our
opinion, that OPM draft did not
achieve those objectives.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Oh, in
your opinion.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If I can yield to
the chairwoman, we know exactly
about that study, and she has been an
expert on this. Let me yield to the
chairwoman, and tell him about that
study.

Ms. OAKAR. If I could just quote
from the letter from GAO, whose ap-
pointed Director is appointed by the
President, he says: “In our opinion,
the OPM draft report does not achieve
the objectives of pay equity study as
you have defined them.”

We also have another letter from
Mrs. Cornelius, who is the Acting Di-
rector of OPM right now, in which she
implies that they are going to discard
that study. As you know, that was
held by—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman from Colora-
do [Mrs. ScHROEDER] has expired.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. I was just going to say
that I think the study, if they want to
bring it up during the course of
debate, I would love to bring up that
study. And Dr. Devine, who is no
longer with us, thanks to the Republi-
can controlled Senate, has confirmed
it.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. We would be
very happy to discuss that study,
which was not a study at all, according
to objective agencies and people of
both parties. But we are right back to
where we were. I think this is a very
simple request. It is long overdue. It is
just, it is fair. And all of the other
things that are being thrown up I hon-
estly think are smokescreens. So let us
proceed and let us get on with it.
Really, I do think over 200 years is
long enough.

0 1700

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. Ruppl.

Mr. RUDD. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 3008, the so-called Federal Equi-
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table Pay Practices Act. This legisla-
tion is not about equal pay for equal
work. That policy has already been
the law of the land for more than 20
years. This legislation proposes to im-
plement the concept of equal pay for
unequal work through the subjective
setting of wages by some Government-
appointed board of “experts” without
regard to market factors. It is one step
closer to a government-controlled and
planned economy.

Just last week, a letter was hand-de-
livered to my office by the Concerned
Women for America [CWA], the larg-
est women's organization in the coun-
try with over 500,000 members, in
strong opposition to this legislation.

CWA'’s president, Beverly Lahaye,
accurately pointed out that this legis-
lation “paves the way for transform-
ing our society from a free enterprise
system, in which the marketplace and
the laws of supply and demand oper-
ate to set wages, to a socialistic or
planned economy in which Govern-
ment officials, judges or consultants
determine wages according to an arbi-
trary and subjective point system * * *
a study opens the door for court-or-
dered imposition of pay equity or com-
parable worth as occurred in a case in-
volving the State of Washington * * *
pay equity may cost the Federal Gov-
ernment over $6 billion."”

If put into place nationwide for all
employment, the cost could skyrocket
to as much as $320 billion.

Let's be clear what we’re voting on
in this legislation. It is not simply a
study of Federal pay practices. If a
study is conducted and inequities are
discovered—a near certainty given the
biased makeup of the proposed
board—the Government would be re-
quired to implement the recommenda-
tions or stand a good chance of a law-
suit as happened in Washington State
in the case of American Federation of
State, County and Municipal Employ-
ees [AFSCME] Versus the State of
Washington. In that case, the court
ordered the State to immediately raise
the wages of 15,500 State employees in
predominantly female job classifica-
tions, and awarded back pay to the
employees retroactive to September
1979.

Pay equity, or comparable worth,
completely redefines discrimination. It
is based on the erroneous assumption
that every job has a measureable eco-
nomic worth that can be judged free
of bias and that dissimilar jobs can be
objectively compared. It would prohib-
it an evaluation of other vital wage de-
terminants such as the marketplace,
unions, benefit packages, seniority and
individual merit. It ignores the eco-
nomic forces of supply and demand in
the labor market.

To demonstrate the folly of this con-
cept, in the Washington case, a clerical
supervisor got higher ratings than a
chemist; an electrician was given the
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same number of points for knowledge,
skill and mental demands as a begin-
ning secretary; and truck drivers
ranked at the bottom, below telephone
operators or retail clerks. Comparing
dissimilar jobs, compensating for dif-
ferent working conditions, motiva-
tions, merit and changing demands of
the marketplace cannot be done objec-
tively or accurately by any Govern-
ment entity. Only the dynamics of the
marketplace can fairly and accurately
determine their value.

This legislation is not concerned
with equity. It is a clear and dangerous
step toward Government control of
our economy, and I urge its defeat.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY].

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the
debate on the rule and I have heard a
debate on the bill, and I think therein
is my basis for objecting to this rule at
this time. If nothing else, we have seen
in this last 45 or 50 minutes what a
tremendously important, complex, and
complicated issue we are dealing with
here. One that has not only fascinat-
ing and complex substantive dimen-
sions to it, but also methodological di-
mensions to it that are just incredibly
fascinating.

The idea that a regression model
with 27 variables may have been con-
sidered an inadequate study fascinates
me when one with 4 variables was con-
sidered quite adequate and acceptable.

So we have here then a rule that
says let us talk about all of these very
intriguing, complicated, difficult issues
on a subject that everybody must con-
cede is critically important in 1 hour. I
object to the rule.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Forpl.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I have been watching with some
puzzlement some of this debate here.
First of all, how anybody could sug-
gest with a straight face that this is
anything more than a study in its
present form is amazing to me because
I think that there ought to be a re-
quirement for better reading compre-
hension skills as a condition precedent
to sitting in this body.

Second, for those of you who are
concerned that this commission is
likely to do anything, the only thing
they can do is write a report which
they will send to the President of the
United States. And if the President
acts crazy and radical, he will send us
outrageously expensive legislation
which GENE TavLor and I will prompt-
ly begin studying for the next 10
years.
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You do not have to worry about the
process suddenly being substituted.
There is nobody who is going to get a
bill out of our committee that is going
to put us out of the business of being
the committee that will ultimately
decide what pay is.

What is the alternative to this
study? The alternative is the legisla-
tion already pending in this Congress
that would, without a study, impose
some form of comparable worth meas-
ure in our Federal payroll system, and
I am unwilling at this point to move
with a bill like that because I do not
know what the consequences of that
would be. I really do not know wheth-
er we know enough about it to know
how to apply it. I think that this is a
responsible way to go about getting to
the nub of the whole problem that is
raised by people who accurately give
us on the committee examples of
whole areas of the Government where,
because of the nature of the people
who populate the jobs, they seem to
get left out when adjustments are
made.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I yield to
the gentleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. Forp] has expired.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Fornl.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I continue
to yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I share
your concern about this, that is why I
have a substitute, which I will propose
later, because I think it should be
looked into.

One of the questions I have—

Mr. FORD of Michigan. If the gen-
tleman will let me reclaim part of my
time. If the gentleman had a serious
substitute, I would be willing to sit
down and talk to him about it. But
when I see him notify us that he is
going to offer 80-some amendments to
this bill, ranging in everything from
the kitchen sink to the back door, I do
not think that the gentleman is dem-
onstrating the kind of sincerity about
wanting to improve this bill or im-
prove the study that would warrant se-
rious consideration of his substitute.
So I probably will have to oppose that
along with the other 80 amendments
that you have.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I understand. Let me
just ask if it is a big concern as it ap-
pears to be to all the people in the
Chamber today, why is it that we get a
committee report at 1 o’clock today
and we are asked to move this thing
forward immediately? Why not give
the Members of this body a little time
to study that report so they can be
conversant with the subject matter?

Mr.
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. I certainly
do not want to offend the gentleman
or anyone else. He was the one who in-
sisted that GENE TAYLOR insist on the
full period of time for the minority
members of the committee to write a
minority report on the bill, and to ac-
commodate that, we ran up against
this adjournment date. That is not a
problem we thought was going to
happen.

We did not anticipate the gentle-
man's, at least I did not, enthusiastic
opposition to the bill which material-
ized to my knowledge rather Ilate.
When I saw the ranking minority
member on the committee changing
the bill in a form that made it accepta-
ble to him, I said, “My God, if you can
satisfy JoEN MYERS, certainly nobody
is going to complain.” I was shocked to
find that the other gentleman from
Indiana does not quite agree with
JOHN MYERS.

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have used almost all
the allotted time for this debate. Not
only of the rule, but it appears, of the
bill. There seem to be two major objec-
tions as to why this rule should not
pass today.

One of those being that the rule is
not completely open and specifically
in regard to allowing the amendment
of the gentlewoman from Illinois to be
included. There are those of us who
indicated in the Rules Committee that
we were empathetic to the kinds of
concerns that the gentlewoman was
raising.

But specifically in regard to the
question of why her particular amend-
ment should be put on this bill, she re-
plied that she would be willing to try
anything. Mr. Speaker, it is not neces-
sarily appropriate that that particular
amendment be put on this rule and in
fact, since that was a change, call it a
change in the Civil Rights Law of
1964, and this bill is merely calling for
a study, the Rules Committee quite
rightfully did not allow a waiver of
germaneness to allow that particular
amendment to be discussed.

In light of the fact that it is very
clear that the provisions of this piece
of legislation are well known to both
sides of the aisle, that it has been
through 4 years of testimony in the
House of Representatives; that some
80 to 100 amendments are now waiting
on the floor for consideration of this
particular rule, there does not appear
to be any question but that we are not
proceeding in undue haste. In fact, the
guestion would better be put, is there
any reason to delay? Since there is no
obvious reason to delay, I would move

the previous question and urge that.

the resolution be adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, the previous guestion is
ordered on the resolution.

There was no objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 292, nays
133, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 289]
YEAS—202

Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Early
Eckart (OH)

Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach (1A)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Lioyd

Long
Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lundine
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
Meyers
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Petri

Pickle

Price
Pursell
Rahall
Rangel

Ray

Regula
Reid
Richardson
Ridge

Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Pish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garceia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons

Boucher

Boxer

Breaux

Brooks

Brown (CA)

Brown (CO)

Bruce

Bryant

Burton (CA)

Bust +

Byron
Carper
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Clay
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Crockett
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Durbin

Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Heftel
Henry
Hertel

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
EKaptur
Kastenmeler
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Eolter




Roe
R

Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Solarz

8t Germain
St

Rose
Rostenkowski
Roukema
Rowland (GA)
Russo
Sabo
Bavage
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Sharp
Shelby
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)

Archer
Armey
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boulter
Broomfield
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Chapple
Cheney
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Combest
Coughlin
Courter
Craig
Dannemeyer
Daub
DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Franklin
Gallo
Gekas
Gingrich
Gradison
Gregg
Grotberg
Hall, Ralph

Alexander

Crane
Dingell

Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift

Synar
Tallon
Tauke
Tauzin
Thomas (CA)
Thomas (GA)
‘Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento

NAYS—133

Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Hendon
Hiler

Hillis
Hunter
Hutto

Hyde
Ireland
Kasich
Kemp
Kolbe
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leath (TX)
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lungren
Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
MeCain
McCandless
McCollum
McEwen
McGrath
McMillan
Michel
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Monson
Moore
Moorhead
Nielson
Olin

Oxley
Packard

Hefner
Loeffler
Mavroules
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Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
‘Whitley
‘Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth

Wise

Wolf
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (MO)

Parris
Pashayan
Porter
Quillen
Ritter
Roberts
Rogers
Roth
Rowland (CT)
Rudd
Saxton
Schaefer
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NH)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Taylor
Vucanovich
Walker
‘Weber
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Wortley
Zschau

NOT VOTING—8

Miller (CA)
Roybal

Mr. OLIN changed his voice vote
from “yea” to “nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

CONDEMNING PASSAGE OF RES-
OLUTION 3379 IN THE U.N.
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs be discharged
from further consideration of the
Senate joint resolution (S.J. Res. 98)
condemning the passage of Resolution
3379, in the U.N. General Assembly on
November 10, 1975, and urging the
U.S. Ambassador and U.S. delegation
to take all appropriate actions neces-
sary to erase this shameful resolution
from the record of the United Nations,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint res-
olution, as follows:

S.J. Res. 98

Whereas, on November 10, 1975, the thir-
tieth session of the United Nations General
Assembly adopted Resolution 3379 which
sought to legitimize the lie, first perpetrated
at the United Nations General Assembly by
representatives of the Union of Socialist
Soviet Republics in 1963, that Zionism is a
form of racism; and

Whereas Resolution 3379 of the thirtieth
United Nations General Assembly directly
contravenes the most basic principles and
purposes of the United Nations Charter and
undermines universal human rights values
and principles; and

Whereas that infamous resolution threat-
ens directly the integrity and legitimacy of
a member state by singling out for slander-
ous attack the national movement which
gave birth io the State of Israel; and

Whereas the adoption of Resolution 3379
by the thirtieth United Nations General As-
sembly constituted one of that organiza-
tion's darkest moments and may fuel the
flames of antisemitism and anti-Zionism;
and

Whereas the United States Congress
sharply condemned the passage of Resolu-
tion 3379 ten years ago “in that said resolu-
tion encourages antisemitism by wrongly as-
sociating and equating Zionism with
racism”: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress—

(1) soundly denounces and condemns any
linkage between Zionism and racism;

(2) considers UNGA Resolution 3379 to be
a permanent smear upon the reputation of
the United Nations and to be totally incon-
sistent with that organization’s declared
purposes and principles;

(3) unequivocally states that the premise
of UNGA Resolution 3379 which equates Zi-
onism with racism is itself clearly a form of
bigotry; and

(4) formally repudiates UNGA Resolution
3379, and calls upon the Parliaments of all
countries which value freedom and democ-
racy to do the same.

® Mr. VATRON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 98. This resolution condemns the
passage of U.N. Resolution 3379,
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which was adopted by the General As-
sembly in November of 1975 and calls
on the U.S. Ambassador to the United
Nations to erase this shameful resolu-
tion from the record of the United Na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, U.N. Resolution 3379
seeks to legitimize the vicious lie that
Zionism is a form of racism. Originally
sponsored by the Soviet Union, this
initiative is an insult to the American
people and reflects poorly on the na-
tions which voted for it. The adoption
of this resolution represents the nadir
of the United Nations. It is an affront
to the American people and is an out-
right form of bigotry.

Mr. Speaker, it is not suprising that
this U.N. initiative was first put forth
by the Soviet Union. After all, the
Soviet Union symbolizes anti-Semitism
in its lowest form. U.N. resolution 3379
is a blatant lie and an exercise in
double speak. It is an attack on a
democratic nation which respects
human rights, Israel.

Mr. Speaker, U.N. Resolution 3379
makes a mockery of the United Na-
tions. To make matters worse, similar
resolutions are regularly sponsored in
various U.N. agencies and conferences,
and the United States must do all it
can, power to prevent their adoption.
As a supporter of the United Nations,
it seems to me that if we must contin-
ue to expend our resources to defeat
initiatives designed to attack the
Jewish people and Israel, the United
States should reconsider its policy
toward the entire U.N. system.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, by call-
ing on the parliaments of all countries
to repudiate U.N. Resolution 3379,
Senate Joint Resolution 98 sends a
clear signal to our friends in the inter-
national community that resolutions
attacking Zionism and Israel will be
viewed as an attack on the United
States and will not be tolerated. I urge
my colleagues to adopt this resolu-
tion.e
® Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of Senate Joint Resolution
98, condemning the passage of Resolu-
tion 3379, in the U.N. General Assem-
bly on November 10, 1975, and urging
the U.S. Ambassador and U.S. delega-
tion to take all appropriate actions
necessary to erase the resolution from
the record of the United Nations.

Senate Joini Resolution 98 was
passed by the Senate on July 9. A com-
panion measure, House Joint Resolu-
tion 3379, was introduced in the House
by the Honorable JosepH J. Dio-
GuarpIi. At the outset, I would like to
take this opportunity to commend the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Human Rights and International Or-
ganizations, the Honorable Gus
YATRON, as well as my other colleagues
on the committee, in particular the
ranking minority member, the Honor-
able WirLiam S, BROOMFIELD, and the
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Honorable BENJAMIN A. GiumaN for
their continuing interest and efforts
on behalf of this and related issues.

Passage of U.N. Resolution 3379, a
decade ago, served no useful function
then, nor does it now. It should be re-
pudiated. It made an inaccurate and
unfair linkage equating Zionism with
racism. That resolution not only had
no beneficial results, but instead has
proved detrimental by provoking feel-
ings of anti-Semitism, and attacks on
the State of Israel and its people. As
the Helsinki accords, with precepts
embracing universal human rights
principles, now celebrate their 10-year
anniversary, it is timely to underscore
those principles here.

Over the years, there have been res-
olutions and actions in the United Na-
tions too numerous to cite here which
have repeatedly singled out and tar-
geted Israel for abuse and/or exclu-
sion from various U.N. bodies or con-
ferences. Such activities, which tend
to politicize the organization and
divert attention away from the true
purposes and goals of the United Na-
tions, are not in the best interests of
the United Nations or the world com-
munity.

The resolution now before us de-
nounces UNGA Resolution 3379, and
urges other freedom-loving nations to
also repudiate that resolution. Mr.
Speaker, I urge the adoption of Senate
Joint Resolution 98.@
® Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
offer my support of the resolution
before us.

As my colleagues well remember, the
United Nations passed Resolution 3379
in 1975. That resolution claimed that
Zionism was a form of racism. It is in-
teresting to note that it was the Soviet
Union that first presented that lie at
the United Nations in 1963. Given the
human rights record of that police
state, their criticism is somewhat like
the pot calling the kettle black.

That unfortunate resolution contra-
venes the basic principles of the U.N.
Charter. It undermines human rights
values and principles. It already
threatens the legitimacy of a member
state by slandering it with untruths.

Over the years, much criticism has
been directed at the United Nations.
Many Members of this body have de-
fended that organization. A resolution
of this nature, however, only fuels the
fires of anti-United Nations senti-
ments in the Congress and in America.
That resolution undermines the credi-
bility, the balance, and the integrity of
the United Nations. it makes Israel
appear to be a whipping boy for the
many bigoted countries around the
world which oppose the existence of
that country.

It is incumbent upon all of us here
today to make a statement about this
injustice. The passage of that unfortu-
nate resolution has stained the good
reputation which the United Nations
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deserves, I call upon my colleagues to
join me in condemning any linkage be-
tween Zionism and racism.e

® Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the resolution (S.J.
Res. 98) condemning the passage of
Resolution 3329, in the General As-
semby on November 10, 1975, and
urging the U.S. Ambassador and U.S.
delegation to take all necessary ac-
tions to expunge the resolution from
the record.

Mr. Speaker, the equation of Zion-
ism with racism is one of the worst
libels ever to be spoken; it is the most
odious statement ever made by the
General Assembly of the United Na-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, the General Assembly
resolution of which we speak today
has come to have a life of its own. It
was bad enough that the General As-
sembly passed it. But the slander it
contains has been repeated and debat-
ed time and time again in forums asso-
ciated with the United Nations, inject-
ing unwanted division and tensions
into what should be useful and pro-
ductive meetings on international af-
fairs.

As a former member of the U.S. del-
egation to the United Nations General
Assembly, I know that the statements
of that body can and often do result in
much good; but the character of the
United Nations itself has been degrad-
ed by this racism resolution, casting
doubt on all the good work that is
done there. This I regret very much.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. YATRON] and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLomon], the distinguished chairman
and ranking member of the Subcom-
mittee on Human Rights and Interna-
tional Organizations, and the leader-
ship of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for bringing this matter to the
House floor for our consideration
today. I would like to thank all those
who have worked on this issue, in the
other body and in the general public,
for keeping this issue before us. The
Equation of Zionism with racism is
slander which we can and must erase
from the records of the international
community.e
® Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly support this resolution. Ten
years ago this autumn, the United Na-
tions adopted a resolution that con-
demned Zionism as a “form of racism,”
a “racialist and imperialist ideology,”
and a ‘““threat to world peace.” On the
10th anniversary of the adoption of
that resolution by the United Nations,
it is important for our country to
again go on record in opposition to it.

When the U.N. Social, Humanitari-
an, and Cultural Committee first con-
sidered the anti-Zionism resolution,
our 'representative, Leonard Garment,
called the resolution “a supreme act of
deceit * * * and a massive attack on
the moral realities of the world.” He
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went on to describe the resolution as
an official U.N. endorsement of anti-
Semitism. And concerning passage of
the resolution, he said, “I choose my
words carefully when I say that this is
an obscene act.”

Later on, in the General Assembly,
our Ambassador, DANIEL PATRICK
MoYNIHAR, who now serves as senior
Senator from my home State of New
York, made many of the same points
Mr. Garment expressed in committee
and went on to discuss the serious re-
percussions the anti-Zionism resolu-
tion was likely to have throughout the
world. Despite the fact that we were
defeated, our men at the United Na-
tions, Leonard Garment and PaT Mo¥-
NIHAN, put forth a sterling effort and
made our country’s revulsion at this
resolution crystal clear to every dele-
gate from every country at the United
Nations.

Without taking much more of the
committee’s time, Mr. Chairman, let
me just conclude with two observa-
tions based on what Leonard Garment
and Par MoyNiHAN told the United
Nations a decade ago.

First, they made very clear that the
passage of a resolution intended to dis-
credit the State of Israel would have
the ironic effect of discrediting the
United Nations itself. And that has
certainly proven to be true. I can
think of no better example than the
anti-Zionism resolution to illustrate
the radical departure of the United
Nations from the ideals and principles
that led to its own founding back in
1945.

Perhaps no single event in the U.N.'s
entire history has held up the United
Nations to more disrepute than the
passage of the anti-Zionism, anti-Israel
resolution in 1975.

Secondly, our Ambassador and his
associates emphasized that the Ameri-
can people would never forget the
anti-Zionism resolution. Indeed, PaAT
MoYNIHAN rose in the General Assem-
bly to declare a day of infamy when
the resolution passed. He recognized
then, as all of us have, that the anti-
Zionism resolution was a frontal as-
sault on the legitimacy of the State of
Israel, as well as an attack on Jewish
people in the United States.

And so, it is very important that we,
as representatives of the American
people, pass a resolution once again
calling public attention to the mon-
strous lies that were propagated by
the U.N. General Assembly. I hope
that passage of the resolution before
us can contribute to a more construc-
tive atmosphere at the United Nations
itself by making clear that all people
of all countries who value freedom and
democracy reject the blatant anti-
Semitism and the perverted sociology
that led to U.N. Resolution 3379.@
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The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

0 1730
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
Senate Joint Resolution 98,

assed

just

p .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

TEXT OF AMENDMENT MODIFY-
ING 1961 DEFENSE NUCLEAR
COOPERATION AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
AND FRANCE—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO.
99-92)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to
be printed.

(For message, see proceedings of the
Senate of today, Thursday, August 1,
1985.)

FEDERAL EQUITABLE PAY
PRACTICES ACT OF 1985

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 241 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 3008.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill
(H.R. 3008) to promote equitable pay
practices and to eliminate discrimina-
tion within the Federal civil service,
with Mr. K1LpEE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis-
pensed with.

Under the rule, the gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OakARr] will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes and the gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. BurToN] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR].

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, today
the House is considering a bill, H.R.
3008, the Federal Equitable Pay Prac-
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tices Act of 1985. H.R. 3008 is quite
direct and quite straightforward.

As many of you know, I chair a sub-
committee related to how we pay and
what benefits classified Federal em-
ployees receive.

H.R. 3008 is quite direct and forth-
right. The bill simply requires a study
to determine whether the Federal pay
and classification systems are effective
in terms of gender, race, and Hispanic
origin. It establishes an 11-member bi-
partisan commission to select and
oversee an independent consultant
who performs the study. The commis-
sion reviews the consuliant’'s findings,
issues a report with its views and rec-
ommendations to the President and to
the Congress.

The commission then disbands
within 90 days after the reports are
submitted.

We have not studied this type of in-
formation since 1923 when the classifi-
cation system for Federal employees
existed.

My bill passed the House, which was
slightly different, but the same thrust
of the bill passed the House last year
413 to 6. There were no Democrats
who voted against it and very few Re-
publicans who did not support the bill.

I know that apparently this year
there has been some kind of misrepre-
sentation of the bill. That is why I
would like to clarify what the bill
does.

The Senate has introduced a bill
that is very, very similar. It is a bipar-
tisan bill, introduced by Senator Evans
of the State of Washington, along
with the distinguished Senator from
California, Senator CransToN. They
have had extensive hearings, just as
we have, from people who agreed with
the substance of the bill and people
who disagreed and wanted to make
recommendations. That is why when I
reintroduced the bill with 102 cospon-
sors on the first day of introduction in
a bipartisan fashion, we added the
qualification related to the study of an
economic analysis. That was the rec-
ommendation of the minority. We
added that.

The other thing we added was a dif-
ferent makeup of the Commission at
the recommendation of the minority,
a bipartisan commission to select
members of it.

The other thing we added after we
had countless hearings and after we
saw what indeed a number of States
and local governments are doing, we
added that we felt not only women
should be looked at in terms of the
perspective of the classification
system, we felt minorities—and I want
to emphasize this to my colleagues be-
cause this is not only a women's issue,
it is a family issue and it is an issue
that relates to minorities as well—we
added minorities and we added His-
panics, because in various studies that
have been done in the classification
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system, we know that Hispanics,
blacks, and women are clustered on
the bottom rungs of the classification
system, so we added those.

It is interesting to me that we have
such a cross-section of individuals who
support the bill. There is the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, the Congression-
al Women's Issue Caucus, our Hispan-
ic Caucus, the Federation of Business
and Professional Women, nurses,
teachers, Latin American citizens,
their league, the National Political
Congress of Black Women, the League
of Women Voters, hardly a radical
group, and various industrial unions,
unions whether they are blue-collar
representatives or white-collar repre-
sentatives, all the AFL-CIO represent-
atives, and we could go on and on
about who really is for the bill.

What we are talking about basically
is the fact that the Federal Govern-
ment really should take a look at how
it treats its classified employees, some-
thing that I have, as the Chair of the
subcommittee, jurisdiction over.

When GAO, at the request of people
like Senator STEvENs and others, and
myself, did a preliminary study in
terms of the Federal work force, for
example, they found that the dispari-
ty between white-collar workers who
were male and female was $11,000 an-
nually.

Now, we are not saying necessarily
that the disparity is due solely to dis-
crimination, but we are saying that it
is interesting that we have not taken a
look at that system and what contrib-
utes to that disparity.

We also know that this is a national
phenomenon. I want to make this
very, very clear. Every study should be
made internally and on an individual
entity. One study for one State does
not relate to a study that another
State does.
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We believe very strongly that our
study only applies to federally classi-
fied employees. It does not apply to
any corporations, although a number
of very fine corporations, like AT&T,
United States Steel, J. Byron and Sons
department store chain in the South,
have done their own internal studies,
made recommendations, and ultimate-
ly it is my understanding, made
changes. But we do not believe that
this study should apply to any other
group, only classified Federal employ-
ees.
So all of the fear tactics that relate
to this issue are for naught. We know
that 45 States, 45 States have either
completed their study or are in the
process of completing a study. My own
State of Ohio, I am proud to say, is
about to complete its study on how it
treats its own employees, its own State
employees.
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It is interesting that many States
have implemented their studies and
they have found that, in fact, that it
did not bankroll their payroll. As a
matter of fact, what happened was
that they increased their productivity
and the morale of their workers. They
also in some cases, they testified, in-
creased the economy of their State
when they made the necessary
changes, and I know we have very fine
authorities who can speak to that.

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to take
these few minutes to say that I for
one, think, and this is very important
to me, that I am privileged to be a
Member of this body. This is the same
body that passed the Civil Rights Act
in the 1960’s. This is the same body
that passed the Equal Pay Act in the
1960’s. This is the same body that
passed the Fair Credit Act in the
1970’s that gave women an opportuni-
ty for access to fairness issues in terms
of credit. This is the same body that
introduced the 19th amendment that
gave women the right to vote, which
they ultimately received in 1920.

Mr. Chairman, I have been some-
what dismayed by the tone of the
rhetoric used with repect to this issue.
I consider myself a red-blooded Ameri-
can woman, proud of her roots as an
American, proud of the contributions
of her parents, and brothers, and sis-
ters. I really must say I have been
somewhat dismayed by the rhetoric in
various speeches, when most of us are
not here.

But nonetheless, let us today, at
long last, lift this Chamber to the loft-
iness that it can have in terms of
dialog. We are the Chamber that
passed the Civil Rights Act. I think it
is about time we deal not with person-
alities, and not in issues that will
somehow alienate people. I think it is
about time we deal with issues that
relate to fairness.

‘We can do it. We have done it before
and shown that the Congress can show
off its best qualities. Let us do it
today. It is about time. And it is about
time we treated our minorities, and
women who have served the Federal
Government for many years with jus-
tice.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Maine [Ms. SNowWE].

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 3008, the Equitable
Pay Practices Act of 1985. This legisla-
tion calls for a study of the Federal
wage and classification systems to
make sure that we are paying fairly
the men and women who work for the
Federal Government. And I would like
at the outset to remind my colleagues
that essentially the same legislation
passed this body last year by a vote of
413 to 6.
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I want, however, to express my dis-
appointment that the legislation we
are considering today only addresses
the problem of wage discrimination in
the executive branch. This problem is
not confined to those in the executive
branch, and a number of us have
worked for some time to address the
problem of employment discrimina-
tion among our own employees: The
men and women who work for the
Congress.

In fact, this issue was raised on June
22 last year during debate on the rule
for the legislation of the gentlewoman
from Ohio. At that time, the Rules
Committee had refused to waive the
germaneness requirement against an
amendment to incorporate the legisla-
tive branch into the study. During
debate on the rule, a commitment was
made to bring my legislation to the
floor before the end of the session.

Well, another year has passed.
Today we are considering legislation
for a study of the executive branch for
the second time, and I regret to say
that neither my legislation nor other
legislation to address the problem of
employment discrimination in the leg-
islative branch has been considered by
the House.

I would like to acknowledge the con-
certed efforts of those who have
worked hard to see that our commit-
ment to fair employment practices and
compensation extends to the legisla-
tive branch as well. The gentleman
from California, Mr. Hawxins, the
former chairman of the House Admin-
istration Committee, held hearings on
my legislation last year, and was as
sincere in his effort to eliminate dis-
crimination in the legislative branch
as he is in his commitment to elimi-
nate discrimination against all work-
ers. I am also pleased that the gentle-
man from California, Mr. PANETTA,
held hearings just last week on my leg-
islation, as well as several other pro-
posals before his subcommittee.

Hearings on this problem, however,
are not sufficient. As we move to con-
sider this bill today I only wish we
could coordinate our efforts on this
issue so that Federal employees in
both the executive and legislative
branches would receive the protections
due them.

These concerns aside, Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 3008 because
it is a fair and straightforward ap-
proach to addressing an important
problem. The Federal wage system es-
tablished in 1923 has never been re-
viewed in its entire 62 year history. I
don’t think there is anything left we
haven't studied, let alone ignored, for
62 years.

H.R. 3008 would simply provide for
this long overdue study of compensa-
tion in those occupations which are
held predominantly by one sex, or by
one racial or ethnic group. The pur-
pose of this study is to ensure that the
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Federal Government—the Nation’s
largest employer—is complying with
the laws which prohibit employment
discrimination.

Let me reassure my colleagues on a
couple of counts, since you have been
subjected to an onslaught of misdirec-
tion and disinformation in recent days.
This bill calls for a study, and only a
study.

It applies to the Federal Govern-
ment’s civil service.

It does not affect State and local
Government nor does it affect the pri-
vate sector.

It will not create any sort of national
wage scale or pay policy. Following
completion of the study, a bipartisan
commission will recommend remedies
in the event that discriminatory prac-
tices are found. Implementation of the
many possible remedies will require
adoption of legislation by the Con-
gress. In short, this is a very deliberate
process being proposed here, not a
headlong rush into uncharted terri-
tory.

Why then, Mr. Chairman, is the
House nervous about acting? Why is
there trepidation and concern about
taking a step already taken by 22 dif-
ferent States? Twenty-two States, Mr.
Chairman, have already completed or
are in the process of completing simi-
lar studies. Six States have actually
moved ahead to implement their find-
ings. Only 5 States in the Nation have
not examined the issue of sex-based
wage discrimination through pay
equity studies, legislation or collective
bargezining.

Five States, Mr. Chairman, and the
Congress of the United States. Not
only have most of the States proceed-
ed apace, but local governments, city
governments have acted where the
Congress has faltered.

Colorado Springs, CO hasn't been
afraid to act.

Virginia Beach, VA
afraid to act.

Bellevue, WA hasn’t been afraid to
act.

Los Angeles and Long Beach CA
haven’t been afraid to act.

Each of these cities, and others,
have moved ahead to study and to
take action to eliminate discrimina-
tion, while the Congress argues about
reviewing the Federal Government’s
own wage system for the first time in
62 years.

We have the ability to perform this
review. Job evaluations, rather than
being purely subjective, have been
used in this country for over 50 years.
Two-thirds of all employees in the
U.S. companies that use some form of
job evaluation to compare dissimilar
jobs. I find it most ironic that the only
time job evaluation techniques are
called into question is when they are
used to identify illegal wage discrimi-
nation. Since we are able to identify

hasn’t been
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wage discrimination, we have a respon-
sibility to use that ability.

A pay equity study of the Federal
Government will do us no harm, Mr.
Chairman. Those who point to the
lawsuit in Washington State do so
with fine intentions but with muddled
facts. Washington State was sued not
because its wage-setting practices were
inequitable, but because the State con-
tinued the discriminatory practices for
10 years after they were identified. I,
for one, have enough faith in my col-
leagues to know that if any discrimina-
tory practices were exposed, that they
would not hesitate nor delay to act to
rectify them promptly.

Mr., Chairman, we have before us
today a simple gquestion of fairness
under the law of the land.

We are talking about the fact that
80 percent of the women working for
the Federal Government are concen-
trated in grades 1 through 7, while 85
percent of the men can be found in
grades 10 through 15.

We are talking about the $9,000
earnings gap between what the Gov-
ernment pays women and what it pays
men.

We are saying today that the Con-
gress has a responsibility to find out
why these women are concentrated in
lower grades, and why they earn sub-
stantially less than men.

We are saying that the Congress
passed this legislation by a vote of 413
to 6 last year, and that the situation
demands just as strong a vote again
this year.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask how much time has been con-
sumed.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Ohio [Ms. OakaRr] has consumed
9 minutes and the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BurTOoN] has consumed 4
minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JoHN-
SON].

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Indiana for
yielding to me and I rise in support,
strong support of the bill.

I want to address the reality of Con-
necticut’s experience in this regard,
because I think it is important for the
Members to try to get a grasp of what
this study means to people in their
lives and to our society.

Connecticut passed exactly this kind
of legislation. We did this study. Let
us look at the result.

First of all, it did not create econom-
ic crisis nor class war. What did
happen is that the hand of underpaid
employees was strengthened at the
bargaining table. Data led, research
led to information, information led to
the power to redress historic inequi-
ties. So instead of a 5-percent wage in-
crease being adopted for everyone, a 2-
percent wage increase was adopted for
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everyone, and the rest of the money
was set aside in an equity fund.
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What was done with the equity
fund? It was used to increase the sala-
ries of those that the study had shown
were relatively underpaid, considering
their responsibilities and the qualifica-
tions that they had for the job.

What we are doing here is to adopt a
bill that will do the study to provide
information, then the next step as to
what we shall do, as a consequence of
that information, how we shall act,
how we shall implement its findings, is
indeed up to us and nothing will
happen automatically, nothing will
happen without our support.

But we will have the data through
which we can understand and address
inequities that are not malicious. They
are not there because someone does
not care about women, they are there
because there historic presumptions
many decades ago when those salaries
were set.

I call your attention to the fact that
clerical jobs right now in which
woman dominate have salaries ranging
from $238 down $146. Similar jobs,
clerical jobs in which men dominate,
have salaries that start at $288; and re-
member the top of the other category
was $238—and if I have more time
later one I will tell you the other cate-
gories in detail—but these go all the
way up to $441.

Now that is not because anyone
wanted to disadvantage women, but
because many, many years ago when
there were very few opportunities for
women in the work force, obviously
supply was great and demand was
small, and supply and demand did es-
tablish a low wage base. From that
base we have been providing the same
increments to women that we have
provided to men from a higher wage
base.

So, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to
the debate that follows and urge my
colleagues in supporting what is a
good and sound piece of legislation.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. BARNES].

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, there
has been a great deal of criticism of
this bill. Those who misunderstand
this legislation most have charged
that it will cause every kind of mis-
chief except clog kitchen sinks. I'd like
to quote a warning from another
member, a criticism that my col-
leagues by now will find familiar:

Although this bill may have motives in
the finest tradition of gallantry, it actually
is about as ungallant as a kick in the shins.

Testimony before the subcommittee sug-
gests that its enactment would worsen
rather than improve job opportunities for
women . . . under compulsion of this bill,
employers who contend that the employ-

ment costs for women are higher than for
men will tend to cut back on female
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employment . . . this legislation has the
laudible objective of equal pay for women.
If, in practice, it leads to fewer jobs for
women, the victory will be Pyrrhic.

The Member of this body responsi-
ble for that dire prediction was Repre-
sentative Paul Findley of Illinois, a
member of the House Education and
Labor Committee in 1963. He was ad-
dressing the House on H.R. 6060,
which we know today as the Equal
Pay Act of 1963.

Twenty-two years later, we are here
again, rebutting the same arguments
applied to H.R. 3008, the Federal Equi-
table Pay Practices Act. Democrats
and Republicans recognized the dema-
goguery in the Findlay argument, and
rejected it overwhelmingly—just as
today, we are not going to be deterred
by similar rhetoric.

H.R. 3008 does not expand the law,
it does not threaten the private
market place or labor markets with
Government intervention, it will not
lower anyone’s pay, and it will not
bust the budget.

If you believe these claims you have
not studied H.R. 3008. You have not
reviewed the General Accounting
Office report upon which this bill is
based, and you have not reviewed the
legislative history that underlies Fed-
eral nondiscriminatory pay setting
practices.

This legislation follows existing law:
The Equal Pay Act of 1963 was devel-
oped by the Department of Labor by
then Secretary Willard Wirtz. In Sec-
retary Wirtz's letter to the President
of the Senate, Lyndon Johnson, he ex-
plained that the legislation:

. . . has as its purpose the elimination of
discrimination in wage rates based on sex
where men and women performing compa-
rable work for the same employer . . . those
employers would be prohibited from paying
a lower wage to one employee than they pay
to an employee of the opposite sex in the
same place of work for work of equal char-
acter requiring equal skill,

The debate today over the use of the
concept of comparability closely paral-
lels the debate of over 20 years ago. In
the House, the language “equal work”
was substituted for ‘‘comparable
work” in an early version of the equal
pay bill that the House and Senate
considered but did not enact. In 1963,
both the House and Senate made it
clear that the legislation’s use of equal
pay for equal work would not be limit-
ed. The Senate openly struggled with
the application of comparable worth:

With reference to the application of the
equal pay concept, it was made plain in our
hearings that for a number of years knowl-
edge has been accumulating on means to
test the relationship between jobs. Knowl-
edge of this kind will be useful in determin-
ing “equal work”™ and “equal skills” for the
purpose of administering S. 1409.

The National War Labor Board during
World War II and the Wage Stabilization
Board during the Korean war were required
to make comparisons of jobs for “equal pay"
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purposes. Their experience as well as the
experience of arbitrators under contract
provisions for equal pay, proves compari-
sons can be made successfully and put to
the practical end of administering a Federal
equal pay policy as contained in S. 1409.

H.R. 3008 does not subscribe to any
“comparable worth” theory: critics
charge that H.R. 3008 would lock the
Government into a particular theory
of comparable worth. Nothing in this
legislation endorses such a theory.
What we want to do is conduct a study
along the lines the Senate charged us
to follow 22 years ago.

We want to “use the experience we
have in making pay comparisons,”
which goes back to World War II, to
determine whether the Federal Gov-
ernment is following the Equal Pay
Act of 1963, and section 2000e of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

As the distinguished chairwomen of
the Compensation and Benefits Sub-
committee, my good friend, Ms. OAKAR
has stated, the Federal Government
has never run such a check on itself,
and it's high time.

We are not, as has been charged,
prejudging the results, stacking the
Commission, or trying to fabricate a
basis for changing Federal pay. What
we want to know is: (a) what factors
that make up Federal jobs appear to
be gender related, and (b) what other
economic and nondiscriminatory fac-
tors contribute to the yawning gap in
the wages paid to men and women
who work for the Federal Govern-
ment.

I, personally will not rest until I
know why women on average in Feder-
al service make $12,000 a year less
than men; and why most women are
clustered at the very low end of the
Federal pay scale and men dominate
the highest paying jobs. If there is dis-
crimination in the Federal pay system,
there should not be a Member in this
body who shrinks from having the
facts laid out before us.

Our Federal Government Service
Task Force ran a study on the conse-
quences of low-paying Federal jobs on
single women. We found that in Mont-
gomery County, MD, my district, a
single mother earns less than she
needs to provide basic necessities to
her family if she's a GS-T secretary.
Yet GS-level 7T and below are where
women in Government are clustered.
So this study goes beyond the equities,
because we are talking about both fair-
ness and need.

We do have the tools to do the
study: Some Members still insist that
after 22 years we still do not have the
tools to complete the study H.R. 3008
proposes. The National Academy of
Sciences disagrees, and reports that
‘“job evaluations do provide a system-
atic method of comparing jobs to de-
termine whether they are fairly com-
pensated.” The Academy also confirms
that pay studies have served to reduce
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discriminatory differences in pay.
Well, it’s no surprise, we had the tools
in World War II, and we have them
now.

A number of my colleagues have al-
ready addressed the guestion of the
cost of a pay equity study to Govern-
ment. I agree with the gentlelady from
Ohio, if we do this right, it’s going to
save the Government money. It's
going to be a boom for Federal work-
ers and for the taxpayer. I'm con-
vinced of that because we have always
strengthened ourselves when we have
gone after the facts about discrimina-
tion and laid them open to the publics
conscience.

I am sure my colleagues will agree
that after 22 years, the time has come
for the Federal Government, as an em-
ployer, to accept its responsibility to
study this important problem.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5§ minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY].

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I suppose it might be
observed that I have been as visible
with respect to this bill as any
Member of the House, and I have even
heard it said that I have been very
tough on the bill. I suppose that is
true, but if I am tough there is an-
other side of my character as well. I
am a Republican who believes in fair-
ness, in equity, in equal rights and the
Government’s responsibility to guar-
antee and protect rights. I am also a
father of a daughter for whom I want
the very best and the husband of a
very intelligent and bright profession-
al woman emerging in her profession,
and I am very concerned about all of
these issues.

Mr. Chairman, I have a commitment
that is deep and abiding to equal pay
for equal work, But I also have several
problems with this bill.

It is said that it is only a study. Now
one of the things that distinguishes us
as intelligent beings is that not only
do we study but we study our study-
ing. I have tried to do that in this case.

I found that the procedures and per-
sonnel by which we would establish
this study lead me to grave concern.
The study that is going to be produc-
tive must be objective. I have a con-
cern about the commission and its
composition.

Can it be objective when it is com-
prised of a balance of members who
have already been on record as endors-
ing comparable worth? Will it lead to
foregone conclusions regarding compa-
rable worth? Would it set the stage for
judicial implementation without con-
gressional approval, as has been the
unfortunate experience in other cases
when only a study was authorized?

It is also argued that there has not
been a study. I would suggest there
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have been studies that have been ig-
nored.

The Office of Personnel Manage-
ment has recently completed a study
with a very good model. Multiple re-
gression models are very fascinating
instruments and one with 27 variables
is a very good model, especially when
others that have been cited have as
little as four variables.

The OPM study was professional
and a well done job.

Mr. Chairman, that study concluded:

The effects of a society-wide imposition of
such a scheme by the government are not
difficult to predict. There would be class
war. Contrary to comparable worth assump-
tions, it would not even be a sex based con-
flict. Rather, it would set blue collar men
and women against white collar men and
women.

That would be indeed unfortunate
and quite likely an unfair outcome.

The U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights did a study. They came to a
similar conclusion.

These studies have been discounted,
if not ignored. Is it possible that the
sponsors of this bill want a study that
can trump those studies?

I know what it is like to want things.
I know how sincere the Members who
support this bill are in what they
want. But it is also absolutely impera-
tive that, if you are going to study,
you remain objective and scientific.

Comparable worth would be, in my
estimation—and I have studied this
several years—discriminatory. It would
penalize blue-collar men and blue-
collar women. It would penalize union
jobs. It would penalize, and this I
think is one of the most tragic things
of all, women who have already made
that step to nontraditional occupa-
tions. These are fears that I have.

Women in America do not even want
comparable worth. Recent polls show
that 80 percent of the women want to
use enforcement of existing laws to
end discrimination rather than passing
new laws.

This is extremely important.

I am gravely concerned with the fail-
ure of U.S. Government agencies to
enforce civil rights and equal rights
legislation. I would be the first to be in
the forefront to compel the enforce-
ment of these laws.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen things
such as sexual harassment go unpun-
ished in universities, and I have seen
Government agents for this Govern-
ment encourage young women to let
the case drop rather than to take up
their case for them.

I would like to see this body consider
the need and the alternative produc-
tiveness of taking those existing laws
and those existing agencies, putting
their feet in the fire and bringing jus-
tice to American men and women
through the implementation and en-
forcement of those laws.
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Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MITCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, of
course I am in strong support of this
legislation. We have been reading re-
cently about the mounting hysteria
and fear concerning the disease AIDS,
and I do not think there is a single
Member of this House that would not
be on record saying we have got to
take exhaustive studies to look at
what is causing this disease.

I respectfully suggest to you that
diserimination based on race or on sex,
on ethnic origin is a disease, and for
the life of me I cannot understand
why there is this godawful fear about
a study.

Maybe I do think I can understand
it. I think there are some who are
afraid of what we might find out; some
who have deluded themselves into
thinking that there is no longer a
problem in terms of sex discrimina-
tion; well, that is not the way to oper-
ate. Let us find out what the problem
is and do something about it.

Ladies and gentlemen of this House,
the Social Security Administration
employs more than 80,000 people
across the country. Of that 80,000, 3
percent are black males. That is all.

Walk into any agency, and as you
move up toward the higher floors of
the agency, it gets whiter and whiter
and maler and maler. That is because
the lower level jobs are consigned to
those of us who are minority and
those who are women.

You know, you almost got an oppor-
tunity to avoid me in this House. I
worked as a clerk for the Social Secu-
rity Administration at night, and I was
a file clerk; I worked from 4 to 12, and
I could see myself working my way up
the ladder; one day becoming the Ad-
ministrator for Social Security; and it
dawned on me that that would never
happen.

It would never happen. And so, when
I realized the fruitlessness of that pur-
suit because I was black and male, I
decided to join the Membership, and I
know all are delighted that I made
that decision.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. BARTON].

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in strong opposition to H.R.
3008, the Federal Equitable Pay Prac-
tices Act of 1985, and I do so for three
reasons.

First of all, the bill is a bad manage-
ment bill. Second, it is very costly, and
its effect on the budget is something
that we cannot afford today; and
third, I strongly believe that we have
current laws to prevent any inequities
that are in our pay practices.

Let us talk about the bad manage-
ment aspects of this bill. First of all, it
is supposed to determine pay equity,
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and if one is going to determine pay
equity in the U.S. economy, one is
going to have to consider market
forces. Nowhere in this bill are market
forces mentioned one time. The closest
we get is a mention of “other forces”
in one of the subparagraphs.

If there is only one person in this
country, whether he be male, female,
white, black, whatever; who has a skill
that is in great demand, we are going
to pay that individual more than if
there are 10,000 people.

So I think that this bill is not being
honest when it talks about pay equity,
without mentioning market forces.

Second, I would like to point out is
that the study has no flexibility at all.
In fact, the study is precluded from
coming up—the Commission is pre-
cluded from coming up with any rec-
ommendation that prevents a lowering
of a grade or the lowering of a rate of
pay.

Now, I do not believe that there is
not one pay grade, one grade in the
Federal system that is not rated too
highly, and I do not believe that there
is not one Federal worker somewhere
in this country that is not being paid
too much money.

So we have got a commission that,
the only thing they can do is recom-
mend that everybody’s pay be raised,
or everybody's grade be raised. That is
like an automobile mechanic, if you
took your car in and he says there is
something wrong—he says, well the
only thing to do is buy you a new car;
let us go out and buy you a Cadillac. I
do not think that is right.

Lastly, in order to enforce this
study’s commission, we would have to
set up, in my opinion, a vast Federal
bureaucracy to go in and look at all
the multiple pay rates and pay grades
and make sure that they are exactly as
they should be.

As a second item, I would like to
point out that the cost in the budget
immediately is estimated to be any-
where from $5 billion to $8 billion.
Now, those are conservative estimates.

If we get into the entire economy
and not just in the Federal part of the
pay system, it is estimated that it
could cost as much as $320 billion.
Now in these times of budget re-
straints, I think we need to be con-
cerned about that.

The last point is that we have an ex-
isting Equal Pay Act that has been in
existence I believe since 1963, and so I
really do not feel that we need to be
even considering the study at this
point in time.

So for those reasons; I think it is bad
management; I think the effect on the
budget is too costly; and I think we
have current law today that will solve
the problem.

I do not feel that we need to enact
this legislation at this time.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire of the Chair the time I
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have used and the time the minority
has used.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]
has 17% minutes remaining, and the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUrRTON]
has 14 minutes remaining.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. S1KorskKi], a distinguished
member of the committee who, by the
way, introduced the study in Minneso-
ta.

Mr. SIKORSKI. Mr. Speaker, while
the way of life that flourished at Tara
has gone with the wind, the plantation
mentality of inequality still lingers in
1985. Some private sector organiza-
tions with a stake in this discrimina-
tion oppose a study of discrimination
against women in the public secior.

Look at the fact. While women com-
prise 46 percent of the Federal work
force, about half; 85.5 percent of them
are concentrated in just the lower 8 of
all civil service job classes, and make
63 percent of what their male counter-
parts earn. Some in this body would
have us believe that this occurs be-
cause, and I quote: “Women have dif-
ferent motivational needs than men"
And I quote: “Men work longer hours
than women.”

Well, Senator Fulbright once said,
““We are handicapped by policies based
on old myths rather than current re-
alities.” Let us look at the myths and
the realities.

Myth 1: Implementing Federal pay
equity will bankrupt the Government.

Fact: In Minnesota, we successfully
implemented full pay equity for State
employees at a cost equivalent to just
1 percent of the State’s annual payroll
over 4 years. Others have done it for
less.

Myth 2: Pay equity discriminates
against men.

Fact: Minnesota implemented pay
equity with no reductions, no freezes
in salaries for male-dominated jobs,
and so have others.

Myth 3: Pay equity undermines col-
lective bargaining in seniority.

Fact: Minnesota made all of the
salary adjustments within the frame-
work of collective bargaining, and so
have others.

I was one of the chief authors of the
landmark law in Minnesota, and I
assure you that the myths swirling
around like gooey slop are wholly re-
futed by the real life experience in
Minnesota.

In fact, the pay equity system was so
successful for the State work force
that the Minnesota Legislature, in
1984, extended pay equity to local gov-
ernments as well.

The Minnesota Commissioner of
Employee Relations testified before
the subcommittee:

Our experience demonstrates that all the
terrible things that might happen do not
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happen when, in fact, you institute a pay
equity program.

And we are just talking abaut a
study.
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If you want the truth about pay
equity, look to Minnesota and over 100
other governments around America
where the system is working. Don’t be
deceived by fabricated, biased rhetoric
from those who pay lip service to
equality, those who say, “I'm for equal
pay for equal work, but * * *.” They
simply want to preserve the economic
stake in the current system of discrim-
ination.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Nevada [Mrs. Vucano-
VICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. I would like to
thank the gentleman from Indiana for
yielding this time, and I rise in opposi-
tion to this bill.

I would like to talk about what com-
parable worth means and does not
mean. Comparable worth means
paying women and men the same, even
though they are doing different work.
It does not mean paying women and
men the same for doing the same or
substantially the same work or work
of equal effort, skill and responsibility,
because that is already required by the
Federal law, the Equal Pay Act of
1973, which covers all employment.

It does not mean paying women and
men the same for doing different work
if women are denied employment in
better paying jobs, because title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits
any discrimination in employment be-
cause of sex.

There are no women's jobs or men’s
jobs.

It does mean paying women more
than they now earn in certain jobs
which comparable worth advocates
claim are not paid as much as employ-
ers should pay because they are jobs
done mostly by women.

It does mean that women who work
should earn more, because it is not fair
that, on average, women who work are
paid less than men who work. How
much less depends upon who is talk-
ing. The League of Women Voters, in
a recent bulletin, said women are paid
only 63 cents for every dollar earned
by men. It also reports that black
women are paid even less, 58 cents,
and Hispanic women less again, 53
cents for every dollar paid to men.

I draw the conclusion from that
study that means black and Hispanic
women earn less than white women.

Perhaps the best way for each of us
to evaluate comparable worth is to
look at the work force with which we
are now most familiar and see how we
think it would work. If you are an em-
ployer, including Members of Con-
gress, with a staff and committee re-
sponsibilities, how do you think the
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average earnings of all women and
men employees compare? If they are
not about equal, would that mean sex
discrimination? What jobs would you
compare with what? What intrinsic
value would you assign the individual
jobs or classes of jobs, and how would
you translate that intrinsic value into
money? What would be fair?

I urge a vote against any comparable
worth or pay equity legislation pro-
posed in the name of protecting
women against sex discrimination in
Federal employment. Unless you plan
or intend to pass a law requiring that
half of all Federal employees in all
grades be women, there is nothing
more to legislate about.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2% minutes to the gentlewoman from
Illinois [Mrs. CoLLINS].

Mrs. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in very strong support of this legisla-
tion.

A few minutes ago, someone made
mention of it as H.R. 3008, and we
could not help but smile at that when
we were sitting on the other side of
the smile, saying that it sounded
almost like some kind of a spy
number. Actually, there is no spying
going on here. All we are talking about
is a study. Everybody knows what we
mean by a study. A study is something
that we are going to look into a matter
to see what actually does exist. That is
something that I think is very much
needed. There is no gquesticn in my
mind, for example, that there are
some very definite pay inequities
within the Federal Government
system, its overall system.

For example, I have never worked
for the Federal Government but I
have worked for governments in my
life, except for working for the Feder-
al Government now, and even at that
time I found that very often people
who are doing the same identical jobs,
let alone those that are very compara-
ble, but the same identical jobs, were
being paid all kinds of different sala-
ries. One person might be a GS-5, who
had the same amount of longevity on
the job, who was in an identical posi-
tion, but because that person was
black or because that person was a
woman, another person would be paid
only as a GS-4. Promotions are not
given on an equal and same sound
basis. So there is no question about
there being inequities.

It seems to me that this Govern-
ment, which is in fact a most demo-
cratic system of government in the
world, ought to be applauding legisla-
tion such as this. We should not just
now, as a matter of fact, in 1985, be
talking about this legislation. We
should have done it a long time ago.
We should have had a study and this
Government should be operating on a
very fair, equitable basis for all of its
employees.
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It is my belief that a government
such as ours owes it to itself, owes it to
the citizens of this country to feel
proud of itself, to say that yes, indeed,
we are equitable in our pay system for
our entire Government and all the
jobs that we have to do.

A final point: I was very happy that
a Member on the other side of the
aisle mentioned about black women
getting less money than perhaps some
of the men. Now, black people period
get less pay when it comes down to
equity in Federal Government than all
the rest of those employees who
happen to be working for our Govern-
ment.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CoBEY].

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
relate a North Carolina experience.
Recently our distinguished Governor,
Jim Martin, and a former very respect-
ed Member of this body, testified
before the Civil Service Subcommittee
and shared what happened in North
Carolina. In North Carolina, in 1984,
the general assembly passed legisla-
tion directing a pay equity study be
conducted and authorized $650,000 for
the effort. Once they realized the
broad implications of the comparable
worth doctrine, they came back this
year and, after careful deliberation, in
April, our Legislature overwhelmingly,
with a bipartisan vote, terminated this
comparative worth study. I think this
body should know that.

I include this letter in the REcorD at
this point:

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Raleigh, NC, July 25, 1985.
Hon. WiLLIAM COBEY,
House of Representalives,
Washington, DC.

DEear Biv: As you know, I recently had
the opportunity to testify before the Civil
Service Subcommittee of the United States
Senate on North Carolina’s experience with
respect to the controversial subject of com-
parable worth, or pay equity as proponents
call it. Since the House of Representatives
may soon consider a comparable worth bill
on the floor, I thought it might be worth-
while for me to share with you the reasons
why North Carolina rejected a similar type
of pay equity “study’” of its own State em-
ployees.

In June 1984, the North Carolina General
Assembly passed legislation directing that a
pay equity study be conducted, and author-
izing $650,000 for this effort. Although
named a “pay equity” study, the impetus
for ratifying this provision came from a
Report by a State Task Force on Compara-
ble Worth. This report recommended the
development of an equitable job evaluation
and pay system that would establish the
comparable worth of State jobs on the basis
of a point factor system.

Similar to the pending House bill pertain-
ing to the federal workforce, our legislation
directed, among other things, the creation
of a “Pay Equity Advisory Committee”; that
the Study encompass all of the State’s clas-
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sified employees’ that a consultant be hired
to conduct the Study; and that the consult-
ant examine certain dissimilar State jobs
based on a point factor comparison. In De-
cember 1984 the State hired a consultant to
conduct the Study.

From the beginning, it was apparent that
it would be difficult to successfully complete
the Study. Problems evolved into two cate-
gories: problems with the logistics of Study
itself, and more importantly, problems and
concerns from a broad range of citizens on
the basic comparable worth doctrine.

It was these broader concerns on the com-
parable worth doctrine and its implications
that ultimately proved the most convincing.
Foremost was the concern that there was no
way of accurately estimating what the cost
of salary adjustments, if any, might be. And,
if the completed study recommended adjust-
ments beyond the ability of the State to
pay, then we might have directed ourselves
into a situation similar to the State of
Washington, where a study was commis-
sioned, but the results not acted upon, after
which a federal court somehow concluded
that the study itself was invested with the
power to compel its advice to be implement-
ed. Second was the concern that comparable
worth introduces an artificiality into wages
and salaries, at odds with market rates. Fi-
nally, there was significant concern ex-
pressed that the move by the State toward
comparable worth signalled an eventual re-
quirement that the doctrine be forced upon
private enterprise, in lieu of our traditional
supply and demand approach to setting
wages.

When the State legislature reconvened in
February of this year, it began a careful re-
evaluation of the Study requirement. After
careful deliberation, in April the legislature,
by an overwhelming bipartisan vote, termi-
nated the comparable worth Study.

We are now making what we believe to be
better efforts to pay our employees fairly
and equitably to trying to improve our exist-
ing classification system, and developing an
improved way of providing pay incentives to
those employees who are better performers.
‘We believe this is the way to provide the op-
portunities our employees are looking for.

Best personal wishes.

Sincerely,
JAMES G. MARTIN.

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Chairman, in clos-
ing, I want to say that I am for fair-
ness, I am for strongly enforcing exist-
ing laws. When I was the athletic di-
rector at the University of North
Carolina, before I left the job I made
sure that there were 13 women's
sports and 13 men's sports.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes and 20 seconds to the gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs.
Lroypl.

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 3008, and I urge my
colleagues to also support this bill.
Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I come from
an entirely different perspective.

On November 15, 1984, I was one of
only 2 women Members who spoke and
voted against the equal rights amend-
ment. It wasn’t easy—it was one of the
most difficult positions I've had to
take as a Member of this body. But it
was my stong conviction then, and it is
now, that an equal rights amendment
should be abortion neutral as well as
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neutral on other vital social values. I
feel that I represent the overall senti-
ment of my district and the majority
of women in this country who want
equal rights legislation that corrects
discrimination but does not destroy
the protections which this Nation has
developed to preserve the institution
of the family.

Now, by and large, most people who
oppose the equal rights amendment
express the classic view—"I want
women to have equal pay for equal
work. I want women to have equal ad-
vantages. I just don’t want this ERA.”

This philosophy is real, alive, justi-
fied and thriving. Nevertheless, dis-
crimination against women in the
workplace does exist. It is often over-
looked and as yet unaddressed.

To underline this, I'd like to read a
portion of a letter I recently received
from one of my constituents who typi-
fies so many women in our society. “I
am an educated, professional employ-
ment counselor with 20 years experi-
ence in the work force. I am presently
managing a temporary employment
agency. I have full responsibility for
marketing, interviewing, job place-
ments, plus general office duties such
as typing, filing, telephone, payroll,
billing and computer operations. My
salary is the same amount that my 19-
year-old son earns as a gas station at-
tendant.

So it seems very strange indeed to
me that no Member of this body
would advocate unequal pay for equal
work, yet would oppose this legisla-
tion. This bill authorizes a study of
Federal (not private or public sector)
but a Federal study of pay equity that
includes all compensation including
job content and market factors to de-
termine if Federal pay practices are
fair and commensurate.

This study is long overdue. The
standards used for the present Federal
classification—were developed 62 years
ago and have never since been re-
viewed for discrimination.

I applaud the dedicated women who
choose to stay at home and do without
money for the extras we now deem es-
sentials, a new color TV, a VCR or an
extra vacation. The sacrifices of these
homemakers is rewarded in nonmone-
tary ways. But the cold grim fact is
that more and more women must work
for their families to survive. Statistics
show that over 50 percent of all
women work outside the home—not
just for the pleasure of it. Many
women work to provide shoes for their
children’'s feet, to pay for ever rising
house and energy payments, medical
bills and feed their families.

On behalf of these women, I urge
my colleagues to think with their
heart as well as their intellect and sup-
port this legislation that merely calls
for a study of the equity of Federal
pay practices. For just a second, put
yourself in the place of the millions of
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women who are the breadwinners for
their families—and are coming home
with half a loaf.

If you said you don’t support ERA—
but you support equal opportunity for
:\romen. this is an opportunity to prove
t.
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. SHUMWAY].

Mr. SHUMWAY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, during the years that
it has been my privilege to serve in
this body, I have seen us time and
again take an idea that may be unpop-
ular, may be unable to stand on its
own merits, and package that idea in a
very attractive setting, give it a very
appealing title, and bring it to this
floor and run it through this legisla-
tive process, and I think we are doing
Jjust that here today.

We have a bill that has some very in-
sidious aspects to it. It has been put in
a very attractive package. We have
been told that it is only a study; that it
only applies to Federal employees;
that it is not comparable worth, that it
is something more nicely called “Pay
Equity.” Something which has been
given a very high-sounding title, “The
Federal Equitable Pay Practices Act of
1985.”

No doubt there will be many Mem-
bers in this Chamber who will come in
and vote for this bill because it sounds
good, it looks good. But if it were more
appropriately packaged and titled, per-
haps the title being something like
“The Anti-Free Enterprise Act of
1985,” 1 wonder how many Members
would be inclined to vote for it, and I
wonder how many Members would feel
like they had done their duty to their
country when they go home tonight
after a long day.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents
bad policy for America; it represents
bad law if it is enacted. It represents a
step backward for the women of this
country. Frankly, I resent those infer-
ences that have been made by prior
speakers that those of us who very
much believe and sincerely want to see
equality for men and women in this
country, somehow are not telling the
truth when we say we oppose this bill
because we do not see this as the
means for bringing about that kind of
equality.

Mr. Chairman, we have laws on the
books that are designed to get at the
very discrimination that so many
speakers have spoken about this after-
noon, and certainly those laws need to
be enforced. They need to be applied.
I, as one Member of this body, would
very much support that kind of appli-
cation. There is nothing wrong with
the Equal Pay Act of 1963 as a vehicle
for reaching this kind of discrimina-
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tion. There is nothing wrong with title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as a
vehicle for addressing discrimination,
ia.nd certainly we need to enforce those
aws.

For us to adopt this bill today, we
are going to make a gross departure
from the free enterprise system which
has always been the hallmark of the
economy of this great country, a radi-
cal intrusion on that system, and one
which I think is going to penalize
those women of this country who have
worked so hard within their job set-
ting and now have made it as corpo-
rate officers, as responsible job hold-
ers throughout the marketplace.

We are also going to give a slap in
the face to the thousands of women
who are working hard to achieve
equality of opportunity in that mar-
ketplace and in the job sector.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this
bill does not represent free enterprise,
and it does not represent the Ameri-
can way. I hope it is defeated.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GAaRrciAl.

Mr. GARCIA. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to
congratulate my colleague from the
State of Ohio who has chaired this
through committee and to the floor. I
would just like to say to my colleagues
who are here, and I listened to the
debate very carefully, and in the 45
seconds that I have left, this is 1985. It
is not 1930 or 1940; it is 1985. Some of
you may sit back and say, “You re-
member the good old days when it was
just the one breadwinner who used to
bring the bacon home and deliver the
food for the house and pay the rent?"”

In 1985 we are living in such a socie-
ty where in most cases you have two
breadwinners. Where you need that
extra paycheck, and all my colleague
from Ohio is asking for is a study. I
cannot understand why this matter is
so complex. Let us do it; let us study,
and then let us come back. But re-
member: This is 1985.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Utah [Mr. MonNsON].

Mr. MONSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that
we try and paint people into corners
and make them appear less than what
they really are.

If we are only talking about equal
pay or pay equity we don't need a
study. It doesn’t take a study to deter-
mine if someone is being paid less than
someone else for doing the same work.
You just have to look at the numbers.
A wage gap does not mean that women
or minorities receive less for doing the
same job. In fact, existing law already
prohibits employers from doing that.
It also ignores seniority, merit, or
other legitimate factors that may con-
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tribute to a gap. Besides the Bureau of
Labor Statistics already show wage
gaps are narrowing.

Jobs do not have an intrinsic or ab-
solute value. Therefore you cannot
assign a measurable economic worth
on a scientific and pragmatically de-
termined basis between different jobs.
Market value principles is the only
valid means of making these judg-
ments.

The alternatives are to ensure that
women and minorities have equal
access to all jobs. This also must in-
clude equal access to education, train-
ing programs, and other elements that
lead to higher paying jobs. This access
is already assured by existing laws.

Let's not start trying to apply un-
justifiable methods of comparing dif-
ferent jobs in the name of protecting
rights. The costs are too high, the re-
sults only divisive. If someone is not
being paid equally to another there
are simple administrative solutions. A
new study will not improve on that at
all. Let’s defeat H.R. 3008.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Louisiana [Mrs. BoGGsl.

Mrs. BOGGS. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3008, and I am in such good com-
pany when I do so. This bill passed out
of committee 18 to 4. A similar bill
passed this House last year, with only
six nay votes against it. Forty-five
States, including my own of Louisiana,
have undertaken similar studies.
Those who should know the most inti-
mately about the need for its passage,
the federally employed women, and
international, bipartisan membership
organization that represents the con-
cerns of over 800,000 women employed
by the Federal Government have this
to say about urging its passage:

“A wage differential between male
and female workers exists in the Fed-
eral work force.” Federally employed
women can expect to earn 63 percent
of wages of all men. A large portion of
this wage gap can be directly attrib-
uted to the occupational segregation
within the Federal workplace.

Although women comprise nearly
half of the workers of the general
schedule classification system, 73 per-
cent of all women are in GS grades 1
through 8. This occupational segrega-
tion directly results in lower wages for
women. The average salary for Feder-
al women workers in the GS system is
$18,864 per year as compared to
$30,229 per year for men.

The General Accounting Office
[GAO] recently released a report enti-
tled, “Options for Conducting a Pay
Equity Study by the Federal Pay and
Classification System.” This report il-
lustrates how the Federal classifica-
tion system can be studied for sex-
biased wage discrimination. The Fed-
eral Equitable Pay Practices Act of
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1985, H.R. 3008, would utilize the sug-
gestions contained in the GAO study
by providing for a study of the Federal
wage and classification systems to de-
termine if they are affected by dis-
crimination based on sex, race, and
hispanic origin. “The study would
evaluate civil service jobs using both
job content and economic analyses and
would be conducted by a private con-
sultant hired by a bipartisan commis-
sion.

This simple, straigh’ ‘orward—and
just—legislation aims to accomplish a
study to ensure that our civil service
wage and classification systems are
free of bias.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yieid 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENT-
LEY].

Mrs. BENTLEY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I am very concerned
about the cost of government, and I
find this bill singularly silent on the
potential cost of implementing the so-
called study required in the bill. I am
sure that this study is not undertaken
with any expectation other than that
it will justify a massive increase in the
payroll cost in these classified posi-
tions.

Why then is there nothing about
these potential costs in the bill? There
is a great deal of rhetoric about pro-
tecting civil rights and precluding dis-
crimination. There seems to be no con-
sideration of the civil rights of the
class which never gets a break. Who
sees to the civil rights of the taxpay-
ing citizen? Who protects the woman
who must pay for social experiments
in wage and price controls with taxes
which could better be used to take
care of her needs and those of her
family?

Just this week two Members of this
body sent out a letter on this bill and
the experience in their home State of
Washington with this suit resulting
from a study mandated by their legis-
lature. One of them says that the cost
of conforming to that decision would
be only a few million. The other
claimed the cost as more than a half
billion dollars. That allegation includ-
ed some chilling numbers. The cost
was estimated as one-eighth of the
State’s annual general fund budget.
The effect would be that, in order to
pay for that one judgment, every tax
in the State’s arsenal would have to be
raised 12.5 percent a year. We simply
cannot be so indifferent to the damage
we do to the taxpayers as to ignore
such a massive potential cost to them.
If the State of Washington is in jeop-
ardy for a half billion dollars, what
might the Feederal cost add up to.

I urge you to strip the mask of secre-
cy from this move to change our eco-
nomic system and at least find out the
immediate dollar cost.
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Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the chairman of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. LELAND].

Mr. LELAND. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am here on behalf
of myself and the members of the
Congressional Black Caucus, in sup-
port of H.R. 3008, the Federal Equita-
ble Pay Practices Act. Our colleague,
the gentlewoman from Ohio, is to be
commended for once again coming for-
ward with legislation to examine wage
discrimination against women in the
Federal sector. With H.R. 3008, she
has gone a bold step further, showing
the foresight and intestinal fortitude—
to also include a study of wage dis-
crimination based on race. This is a
valiant step and certainly one that
needs to be taken.

Contrary to what some of our col-
leagues and others are saying about
this legislation, it would provide for a
study to determine if, and to what
extent, job classification and wages
are affected by sex, race, or ethnicity.
It is curious to me that so many
people are concerned about the future
threat of lawsuits that might result if
racial or sexual discrimination is
found. It seems to me that they fear
the study will find such discrimina-
tion, and they just don’t want their
fears confirmed in black and white.
You see, they're aware of the statis-
tics: While accounting for nearly 50
percent of the Federal work force, ap-
proximately 78 percent of female em-
ployees are in grades 1-6, while 85 per-
cent of men are in grades 10-15, Like-
wise, they are aware of the results of
these statistics: Black and white
women in the Federal work force earn
only 62 cents and 63 cents, respective-
ly, for every dollar earned by their
white, male counterparts. It is clear
from this that at the very least, the
Federal Government is not the role
model it should be. I want to know if
this disparity is based on race or sex.
If it is, not only is it morally wrong,
but it is illegal and must be changed.

It is sad that 20 years after passage
of the Civil Rights Act, which mandat-
ed equality for all Americans regard-
less of race or sex, we are still con-
cerned with economic racism and big-
otry that continue to keep women and
racial minorities at the bottom of the
socio-economic ladder. However, with
H.R. 3008, this body has a chance to
take a giant step in furtherance of the
ideal of equality for all Americans, re-
gardless of race or sex. Earlier today,
this body showed compassion, intelli-
gence and a firm belief in the prinei-
ples upon which this Nation was
founded and voted favorably on anti-
apartheid legislation. I am asking my
colleagues, on both sides of the aisle,
to call upon those same qualities once
more today and support H.R. 3008.
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to my colleague,
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CoBLE].

Mr. COBLE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague from
North Carolina previously reviewed
with Members what occurred in the
North Carolina Legislature in 1983. I
was a member of that body. I voted
against the appropriation of $650,000
to conduct a study on this very issue.

Something did not ring true, it
seemed to me, at that time that that
was the proper vehicle. As my col-
league told members, this past session
of our legislature repealed that appro-
priation because they concluded, as
well, that it was not the proper vehi-
cle.

It is my belief, Mr. Chairman, that
this is the inappropriate forum to ad-
dress this problem. It needs to be ad-
dressed, but it needs to be addressed
and resolved in the marketplace.

1 urge my colleagues to vote accord-
ingly when it comes time.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Wexss].

Mr. WEISS. I thank the gentlewom-
an for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman. I rise in strong sup-
port of the Federal Equitable Pay
Practices Act of 1985. The Federal
Compensation System, which sets the
wages for the largest employer in the
country, was established in 1923. Since
1923, employment patterns and family
structures in this country have
changed dramatically. The Federal
Compensation System has not. As a
matter of fact, there has never been a
thorough study of the Federal civil
service to determine if the changes in
employment have been reflected in
the Federal Compensation System. A
comprehensive wage study is long
overdue.

I want to commend the gentlewom-
an from Ohio [Ms. Oakar] for her ex-
tensive examination of our Nation’s
pay system conducted as Chair of the
Subcommittee on Compensation and
Employee Benefits. It is through her
diligence and persistence that we are
able to consider this good, sound piece
of legislation today. This initiative,
The Federal Equitable Pay Practices
Act of 1985, which would establish a
temporary study commission, has over
100 cosponsors from both sides of the
aisle, and has been endorsed by nu-
merous labor unions and organizations
representing millions of this country’s
working population.

Pay equity is not a new concept. On
the contrary, all but five States have
initiated activity to study their pay
systems. Sixteen States are conducting
or have completed pay equity studies.
And in some instances on both the
State and local levels, employee con-
tracts have been renegotiated with an
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eye toward eliminating discriminatory
factors.

In my home State of New York, an
extensive study negotiated by the Civil
Service Employees Association,
AFSCME, and the State’s Office of
Employee Relations, is near comple-
tion. This 2 year project has focused
on the practices of three bargaining
units covering approximately 100,000
State employees.

There are a number of reasons why
a valid comparision is possible between
New York’s initiative and the one we
are considering today. New York
State, as the third largest public em-
ployer in the country, is the largest ju-
risdiction to conduct such a job eval-
uation. The New York study, like the
Federal proposal, has not focused
strictly on instances of sex discrimina-
tion, but racial discrimination as well.
Additionally, New York State hiring
practices had also never been assessed
to determine whether assumptions
about jobs and the assignment of job
titles to salary grade had been distort-
ed by the sex or race of the typical job
incumbent.

It is clear from the preliminary re-
sults of New York's job content survey
that a pay equity study can be success-
fully earried out in a large public juris-
diction with a diverse work force. And,
it is worth noting that many of the
recommendations offered by those
conducting the New York State study
have been included in this bill.

From the amount of serious debate
and activity pay equity has received in
recent years, it is evident that diserim-
ination has managed to creep into nu-
merous pay systems. A recent General
Accounting Office study reported that
women, while comprising nearly half
of the Federal work force, are clus-
tered at the lower end of the pay scale.
Approximately 78 percent of women
are clustered in grades 1 to 6, earning
an average of $9,000 a year less than
their male counterparts. Conversely,
85 percent of the male employees in
the Federal Government occupy jobs
in grades 10 to 15. According to Census
Bureau data, women employed by the
Federal Government earn an average
of 62.8 percent of the wages of their
male counterparts.

Many argue that the setting of
wages can only be fairly determined in
the marketplace. While wage setting
cannot be divorced from the forces of
supply and demand. It is also true that
patterns exist in which certain jobs
have historically been closed or open
to particular persons on the basis of
race and sex. The National Academy
of Sciences estimates that at least 50
percent of wage discrepancy is due to
discrimination. Job discrimination is a
historic reality.

Opponents of pay equity also argue
that the pay gap will close with the
entrance of more women into less tra-




August 1, 1985

ditional, higher paying jobs. It is esti-
mated, however, that this will not
happen before the end of this century.
Obviously this does not provide a solu-
tion for those who are in the work-
force today.

Women have taken jobs that were
available to them, but did not choose
to earn lower pay. There is no justifi-
cation to continue to pay women less
for the work that they do or to expect
them to change careers. More impor-
tantly, society cannot afford to sacri-
fice the work that women are now
doing.

Changes in the structure of the
American family have greatly altered
the roles that women play in our socie-
ty. The number of female-headed fam-
ilies grew by 1 million between 1979
and 1983. It is expected that by 1990
one child in four will live in a single
parent household.

Hearings held recently by the Sub-
committee on International Relations
and Human Resources, which I chair,
detailed the dramatic rise in the num-
bers of women and children in pover-
ty. Today about half of female-headed
families live below the federally deter-
mined poverty level.

In light of the startling and increas-
ing rate of poverty among single
parent families, nonenforcement of ex-
isting sex discrimination laws by the
Federal Government is inexcusable.
And it is truly distressing for the
chairman of the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission to pronounce that mar-
ried male breadwinners are entitled to
higher wages on the ground that “you
have to give some kind of respect to
traditional family values.”

It is the job of the Federal Govern-
ment to set an example for the coun-
try by properly following and enforc-
ing existing labor laws. Today’s bill
will not change the existing laws or
add new ones. Rather, the Commission
will study Federal pay and classifica-
tion systems with regard to title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938.

As the laws have already been deter-
mined, voluntary study and compli-
ance at the Federal level will save the
Government costly and time consum-
ing law suits. Instead of ignoring or re-
structuring the procedure for handling
the tremendous backlog of law suits
which have already been filed, the
Government will have the opportunity
to operate as a fair and unbiased em-
ployer. The only affect this study
hopes to have on State and local enti-
ties and the private sector will be to
show that the Federal Government,
too, is concerned with discrepancies in
the existing wage system and is willing
to make necessary corrections.

Last year, this body voted over-
whelmingly in favor of pay equity leg-
islation. That proposal, which was in
fact stronger than the one we are con-
sidering today, passed by a vote of 413
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to 6. It is my hope that, with the swift
passage of H.R. 3008, we can get on
with the effort to secure equality in
the workplace.

A thorough examination of the Fed-
eral pay and classification system is
long overdue. I believe that the legisla-
tion we are considering today outlines
an objective and reasonable approach
for reviewing this system, and for
making recommendations where nec-
essary. I urge that the House approve
H.R. 3008 without substantive and
weakening amendment.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire how much time I
have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
advise the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BurToN] that he has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
mi;n, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues have
time and again said, “Why do you
object to a study?” We certainly do
not object to a study. There have been
22 studies of Federal pay and classifi-
cations since 1949.

There was a study completed just
this last year, the equal worth, compa-
rable work and market worth of Fed-
eral jobs, a study of the Federal G